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We print elsewhere a report of the meeting of the Northamp- 
tonshire County Council, at which the question of compulsory 
registration of title was considered. Our readers will see that, 
although the chairman of the council had obviously been 
“coached” into warm advocacy of the system, and all Earl 
SPENcER’s ane influence was exerted on the same side, the 

the council should defer taking action until the 
operation of the Act had been tested by further experience, 
was without a division! This is an exceedingly damaging 
check to the ambitious projects of the Land Registry. 
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his views; but nevertheless he could not help pointing out that 
in this court, and especially in matrimonial causes, it was the 

test mistake for parties to conduct their cases in person, as 
they could not do so with an even mind. In this case most of 
the witnesses called by the respondent had established the case 
put forward by the petitioner.” 





No pocuMENtTs are more rigorously kept from public know- 
ledge than the testamentary dispositions of sovereigns, and it is 
not a little curious to find in the Osborne Estate Bill, which 
has just been issued, a glimpse of a portion of Queen Vicroria’s 
will, The preamble to the Bill is as follows: ‘“‘ Whereas the 
Osborne estate in the Isle of Wight is, under the will of Her 
late Majesty Queen Victoria, vested in his Majesty the King 
for his life, with remainder to the Prince of Wales for his 
life, with remainder to his first and other sons according to 
seniority in tail general, with divers remainders over, and with 
an ultimate remainder to his Majesty the King, his heirs and 
assigns for ever.” It will be observed that the estate is 
limited in tail general, not in tail male, as one would have 
rather expected. 


AmonG THE recent trials in the King’s Bench Division was 
one in which substantial damages were recovered against a 
well-known provincial newspaper for libel said to have been 
contained in the criticism of a musical piece of which the 

intiff was the author and composer. The defendants 

enied that the words of the article had the meaning put upon 
them by the plaintiff, and also alleged that what they pub- 
lished was not a libel. They also pleaded that the criticism 
was fair and bond fide, and related to a matter of public interest. 
The law on this subject, though it is not so generally known 
as it might be, leaves it to the jury to decide whether the 
article in the particular case has gone beyond the limits of fair 
_ @iticisem. Bowzy, LJ., in Merivale v. Carson (20 L. J. 
275) said plainly that in this country a man has a right 
to hold any opinion he pleases and to express his opinion. 
Opinion expressed in MMerivale v. Carson was as to 
the morality of a play, and many people would think that 
the learned judge's statement of the law would apply 
without any qualification to an opinion as to the morality 
of aplay. But the learned judge annexes a proviso to his 
statement of the law. The opinion must not go beyond the 
limits of what the law calls “fair.” There is no exact and 
igid definition of the word “fair,” because the qnestion of 
what is ‘‘fair” is always left to the jury. Anyone who is 
familiar with the reports of the trial of actions in respect of 
newspaper criticism must be struck with the apparent incon- 
sistency of the verdicts in many of these actions. In this 
uncertainty some writers prefer to run the risk of writing in 
an exaggerated strain, while others express their opinion with 
undue caution and timidity. We cannot, however, suggest any 
remedy. ‘Fair criticism” and “ negligence” must continue to 
be interpreted by juries, and lawyers will often find it a matter 
of extreme difficulty to predict the result of a trial. 








Tux casz of Edmundson v. Longton Corporation (reported else- 
where}, which was heard on the Crown side of the King’s 
Bench Division last week, was one of some novelty. The 
— was a butcher at Longton, and the respondents, 

© corporation, had the right to supply gas to customers 
im that district. They for some years, in accordance 
with modern practice, been in the habit of providing automatic 
meters for customers who gave notice that they wished to 
be ied with them. One of these meters had been fixed 
—7* —1—— premises, subject to an arrangement that 

meter should remain the property of the corporation, and 
that no charge should be made for it. Whenever the customer 
put a shilling in the slot of a box, a certain amount of gas was 
supplied. The key of this box was kept by the corporation, and 
yoo eet time * their collector to o the box and 
carry away the money. Upon one occasion when the collector 
examined the box he discovered that it had been broken o 
and that 4 sum of nineteen shillings was missing. The appellant 





having refused to pay this sum, a summons was taken out by the 
respondents, when the justices found that the appellant was 
liable, but stated a case for the opinion of the court. The 
argument for the respondents appears to have been that there 
was no payment to the corporation till they had actually 
collected the money, and that the coins were simply placed in 
the box by way of security. We have great difficulty in 
following this argument. The machine did not belong to the 
appellant, and it was not suggested that he had been guilty of 
any want of ordinary care in protecting it from thieves. By 
the ordinary law of debtor and creditor, if the creditor requests 
his debtor to pay the debt in a particular manner, and the 
debtor pays it accordingly, it is a good payment and discharges 
the debt. We need only refer to the familiar case of the 
creditor who requested his debtor to remit the amount of the 
debt by post, and who was held to have no remedy after the 
money had been duly remitted, though it fell into bad hands and 
he never received it. It is unnecessary to express any opinion 
as to what might be the consumer’s liability if it could be 
shewn that he had received, owing to some defect in the machine, 
more gas than the payment which he had made gave him a 
right to receive. The court held that the appellant must be 
taken to have paid for ‘the gas in accordance with the terms 
of his confract, and that the order of the justices must be 
reversed, 





Yer ANOTHER point under the Betting House Act, 1853, has 
been considered this week by the High Court, on appeal from 
justices, in the case of Zromans v. Hodkinson (reported else- 
where). It appears that the appellant was a bookmaker, 
who made it his custom to frequent the bar of a certain 
public-house accompanied by his clerk, and there make bets 
on horse-races with persons resorting thereto. The licensee 
was convicted for permitting betting, and the appellant was 
prosecuted and convicted, under the Act of 1858, for using 
the bar for the purpose of betting with persons resorting 
thereto. This conviction has been upheld by the High Court. 
Now, section 1 of the Act provides that ‘no house, office, 
room, or other place shall be opened, kept, or used for the 
purpose of the owner, occupier, or keeper thereof, or any person 
using the same,” betting in the mauner forbidden by the 
Act. It is fairly clear that the bar or tap-room, where these 
betting transactions were carried on, was a “ place” within the 
meaning of the decision in the famous Kempton Park case (47 
W. R. 585; 1899, A. O. 143). It was actually a room, quite 
capable of béing conveniently used as a betting office, and of a 
very different nature from the spacious stretch of turf forming 
the enclosure at Kempton Park. It was unsuccessfully argued, 
however, on behalf of the appellant, that he was not a person 
“ using ” the place within the meaning of the Act. Certainly 
some support for this argument may be got from the judgments 
of the House of Lords. Thus, the Lord Chancellor said that the 
Act does not affect to deal with the betting of persons uncon- 
nected with the house inter se, but deals with persons who are 
in control or occupation of the place as master or servant ; that in 
one sense every person who entered the inclosure ‘‘ used” it, but 
he did not use it in the character of owner, keeper, manager, or 
conductor of the business thereof. It must be remembered that 
in that inclosure there was a crowd of betting men, each con- 
ducting his own business with any of the crowd of the general 
public who would bet with him. The case is surely very 
different where we have one man, with the consent of the 
actual occupier, carrying on a business in a room. If this 
man is not “using” the room within the meaning of the 
Act, then the Act can be evaded to any extent. Even if the 
Licensing Acts are sufficient to mako cases exactly like the 
recent one too dangerous to be followad, still there are coffee- 
houses and other places where bookmakers might carry on 
their business with impunity if the court had allowed the 
appeal in this case. Probably no Act has ever given rise to 
more difference of opinion than this Betting Act. The Act 
itself is extremely ambiguous, and judges have taken diamet- 
rically opposite views of its meaning. It is full time that 
Parliament took the whole subject in hand; and if it hesitates 
to make sweeping changes in the law, it might at least con- 
solidate the ing law in some intelligible form. 
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THE couRTS continue to supply examples of the difficulty of 
ascertaining when interferences between master and workman 
constitute a cause of action. Two decisions this week—that of 
the Court of Appeal in Read v. Friendly Society of Stonemasons, 
and that of the Divisional Court in Bulcock v. St. Anne’s Master 
Builders’ Federation (both in the Times of the 5th inst.)— 
illustrate the different aspect which the case assumes according as 
the interference does or does not result in the breaking of an 
existing contract. If the defendant has procured the breach of an 
existing contract, then he has committed an act which in itself 
is tainted with unlawfulness, and though every such act will not 
constitute a cause of action, yet the cause of action is complete 
if the act is done maliciously, or for other reasons is 
unlawful, or, as it has otherwise been put, if the act 
is done without just cause or excuse. In Bowen v. Hall 
(29 W. R. 367, 6 Q. B. D. 333) Brerr, L.J., took the former 
ground, and said that the act was, for this purpose, done 
maliciously if it was done for the indirect purpose of injuring 
the plaintiff or of benefiting the defendant at the expense of the 
plaintiff. Such an act is, he said, ‘‘a malicious act, which is in 
law and in fact a wrong act, and therefore a wrongful act, and 
therefore an actionable act if injury ensues from it.” In Quinn 
v. Leathem (50 W. R. 139; 1901, A. O. 495) Lord Macnacuren 
adopted the alternative form of stating the principle, saying: 
“A violation of legal right committed knowingly is a cause 


of action, and it is a violation of legal right to interfere with | b 


contractual relations recognized by law if there be no sufficient 
justification for the interference.” But the apparent confusion 
between these statements is explained in the judgment of the 
Master of the Rolls in Read v. Friendly Society of Stonemasons. 
There the plaintiff had been taken as an apprentice as a stone- 
mason by Messrs. Wice & Wricut, and the defendant society 
alleged that this was a violation of certain rules of the 
trade by which Messrs. Wicc & Wricur had consented 
to be bound. They accordingly induced Messrs. Wicc & 
Wricut to cease to employ the plaintiff as a stonemason. 
This was a clear breach of contract, but the defendant society 
sought to shew that in the pre-existing obligation of the employers 
under the rules there was just cause and excuse for the inter- 
ference. The Master of the Rolls has pointed out that where 
the interference has been made actually wrongful by the addition 
of illegality no question of just cause or excuse can arise. Malice, 
in the sense stated above, completes the cause of action, and especi- 
ally if there is a conspiracy to injure, and there is then no room for 
any plea of justification. It is very desirable, said the learned 
judge, to guard against the notion that if the act done be illegal, 
‘just cause’ may still be alleged to purge the wrong. ere 
there was not merely an interference procuring a breach of 
contract, but the interference, besides being designed to 
benefit the defendant society at the expense of the plaintiff, 
was undertaken by persons acting in combination. Hence it 
was in itself actionable, and no justification could be pleaded. 
The Court of Appeal accordingly entered judgment for £50 for 
the plaintiff. 


Ir woutp seem from the result of Read v. Friendly Society of 
Stonemasons that it is practically impossible for an association 
either of workmen or employers to procure the breach of an 
existing contract without rendering themselves liable to an | 
action. To the other elements there is added in such cases the 
element of combination, which intensifies the illegality 
of the interference. ‘‘That conspiracy to injure,” said 
Lord Macnacuten in his judgment in Quinn v. Leathem referred 
to above, ‘‘—an oppressive combination—differs widely from an 
invasion of civil rights by a single individual, cannot be doubted.” 
But the case is widely altered where, as in the second of the 
two cases we have mentioned, the interference does not involve 
the breach ofany existing contract. In Bulcock v. St, Anne’s Master 


Builders’ Federation the plaintiff was one of a number of workmen | i 


at St, Anne’s who struck against a reduction of wages. He 
obtained employment in the neighbouring town of Lytham at a 


higher rate than the St. Anne’s builders were prepared to ’ 
and by the intervention of the Lancashire and Gheabire Building 





Trades Society, to which the St. Anne’s Federation was affilia 
the plaintiff was discharged by his new employers, though with- 


tod, — — judgment of the Supreme Oourt 


out breach of contract. Of course the efficacy of all associated . 
action, whether by employers or workmen, depends upon such 
a course being possible without involving the ies in civil 
liability. It was established by Allen v. Flood (46 W. R. 259; 
1898, A. O. 1) that, there being nothing illegal in interfering 
with employment in the absence of breach of contract, 
the existence of malice did .not in itself create a cause 
of action. On the other hand, Quinn v. Leathem (supra) 
has established just as clearly that the missing element of 
illegality may, under suitable circumstances, be supplied 
by combination, and that where two or more combine to 
coerce an employer from employing or continuing to employ a 
workman, a cause of action arises ugh no contract is 
broken. But the case must go beyond mere combination, and 
in Bulcock v. St. Anne’s Master Builders’ Federation the additional 
element of coercion was wanting. This apparently was the 
ground of the judgment of the Divisional Court in favour of 
the defendants. These latest cases are useful as pointing out 
—* ae line of distinction between Allen v. Flood and Quinn v. 
athem. 





AN INTERESTING attempt was made in Bank of New South 
Wales v. Goulburn Valley, &c., Proprietary (1902, A. C. 543) to 
fix upon a bank liability for dealing with a company’s account 

their manager. The respondent company, who were the 
intiffs in the action, which was brought in Victoria, kept 
their banking account at the same bank as their manager. The 
manager was himself continuing to carry on a similar business to 
that of the company, which he had had before his appointment 
as manager, and, inasmuch as he had purchased all the shares 
of the company, the two businesses were being practically 
carried on in the: same interest. On various occasions the 
manager's separate account was overdrawn, and in order 
to put it right, sams were by his direction transferred by the 
bank from the company’s account to the credit of his own. 
Three separate sums of £1,022, £668, and £619, were so traas- 
ferred. On the other hand, on one occasion it was the 
company’s account which was overdrawn, and to place it in 
credit a sum of £231 was transferred from the manager's 
account. These various transfers were made quite openly and 
after explanation to the bank of the true relation between 
the company’s business and the separate business of the 
manager. Ultimately, the company went into liquidation 
and the manager became insolvent, and the liquidator of 
the compavy sought to recover against the bank the three 
sums which had thus been transferred to the manager's 
account. The action failed before the judge of first instance, 
but his decision was reversed on appeal, and in the Supreme 
Court of Victoria the liquidator obtained judgment for the total 
amount—namely, £2,309. Had the matter rested there, the 
result would seem to have inflicted a great hardship on the 
bank. It is one of the elementary rules of law 
that a bank is bound to honour its customer’s cheques, it is 
not bound, nor is it entitled, to look behind the cheque into 
the transaction which it ts; and similarly when it 
receives a cheque on behalf of a customer whose account is 
overdrawn, it can place it to the credit of the acoount—in other 
words, use it to pay the customer's debt to itself—without 
inquiring into the customer's title to the money: see Zhe: 
v. Clydesdale Bank (1893, A.C. 282), In the present case it was 
said that the drafts of the company in favour of their own 
manager were ultra vires, and that the bank should have known 
this. But such could hardly be the case. A company may 
well be indebted to their own and make payments to him, 
and the fact that the company the manager have accounts 
at the same bank, and = oa ay —* one * t 
to the other, cannot e present case, 
according iy, the Privy Council held that, since the bank acted 
in good faith and without notice of any irregularity, it was not 
bound, before honouring the cheques, to inquire into the 
state of accounts between ees their manager, and 
consequently the bank was not liable to repay to the liqui- 


dator the sume transferred from the 8 account, 


jotoria was 
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Tux Court of A have affirmed in Re Lawley ( 
elsewhere) the interesting decision of Joycz, J. (1902, 2 Ch. 673) 
as to the effect of a testamentary appointment in exercise of a 
— power which has been made as security for a debt. 

© donee of a general power to appoint by will a sum of 
£10,000 borrowed £1,000 on the security of a deed by 
which he covenanted to execute a will appointing that 
the £10,000 should be applied in the first place in repay- 
i the advance with interést, and not to revoke the 

ill. A will was executed accordingly, and the testator-—the 
donee of the power—died without having revoked it. The 
lender of the £1,000 claimed the benefit of the appointment 
in priority to the general creditors of the testator, but his claim 
has been disallowed both by Joyce, J., and the Court of 
A . “On whatever grounds,” said Kwicur - Bruce, 
L.J., in Fleming v. Buchanan (3 D. M. & G. 980), “it was 
originally held, it is, and has for a long time been the settled 
law of the country, that if a man having a power, and a 
power only, over personal estate to appoint it as he will, exercises 
the power by a testamentary —— the property becomes 
subject in a certain order and manner to the payment of his 
debts, whatever may be the intention or absence of intention 
upon his part.” There is no distinction here according as the 

intment is made in favour of a volunteer or not, but in 

Roper (39 Ch. D. 487) Kay, J., spoke as though the rule 
only — as against volunteers. “Thoero is,” he said, “no 
doubt that, in the case of a man who has a general power of ap- 
pointment and exercises it by will in favour of volunteers, 
the property so appointed will be considered as assets for the 
payment of his debts.” But the learned judge probably had 
not had his attention called to the case of an appointment for 
valuable consideration, and it is obvious that, in order to preserve 
the testamentary character of the power of appointment, no 
effect can be given to any bargain in regard to its exercise made 
inter vivos. In the present case the lender of the £1,000 claimed 
also by virtue of the covenant in his favour, and to such 
covenant, in determining the effect of the appointment, no regard 
could be paid. Taking the testamentary appointment by itself, 
he was in the position of an ordinary legatee, and accordingly 
had Ppa Methane In other words, his title under 
the ’ was merely that of a volunteer, and gave him no 


: 





Iw rue case of Gill v. Shepherd & Co. (Times, 4th inst.) 
Kauwsepy, J., gave a decision upon an important question of 
usage which has hitherto, we believe, not been 
- The point is whether a stockbroker who sells shares for 
jent to a 7 without disclosing the jobber’s name, 
to his client for the full value of the 
the event of the failure of the jobber 
paid the price. Of course, if the broker is to be 
as agent, then the client has to be content with 
ett delivery law and the rules of the Stock Exchange 
If deli of the shares has not taken place, the client is 
under rule 177 of the Stock Exchange Rules’ as ini 
at the “hammer price,” and for any deficiency of this below 
at which he sold he must claim against the estate of 
defaulting jobber. In the present case, however, the 
to establish a cnstom of the Stock Exchange 
by disclosing the name of the jobber, 
liable to the client for the full purchase 
uch a custom would be very valuable 
existed, but the plaintiff in the present 
establish it evidence, and he accordingly lost 
A vendor of stock or shares who sells through a 
i way must look for payment in the long 
remains th t no more than an 
broker sells. 
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The Negotiation of a Marriage 


Settlement of Personalty, 
II. 


Tue only question that can arise on the ultimate trust is a very 
serious one. If the father of the lady gives her any fortune, he 
is, of course, at liberty to annex avy conditions to his gift, and, 
therefore, may insist on the ultimate trusts being framed in an: 
manner he thinks fit. But the case is different as regards 
property which belongs to the lady herself. [It should be 
observed that where an appointment under a special power is 
made to a lady, the property becomes her property within the 
meaning of these remarks], Sometimes her relations try to 
insist that, instead of her property reverting to her if she 
survives her husband, and of her being able to dispose of it by 
will if she dies, it should revert to some members of the lady’s 
family. The objections in this provision are very serious. It 
operates as a fine on the lady because she marries, and the 
result may be that, if she is left a childless widow, she takes 
nothing but a life interest in her own fortune, and therefore 
she would have no power to make afy provision for a nephew 
or niece who might have been brought up and always treated 
as achild by her. It should also be observed that the interest 
given to her family is generally vested, and therefore trans- 
missible, so that if the lady lived to a good old age, the effect 
might be that the persons who would be entitled to her 
fortune after her death would be strangers to her. 

In cases where the lady is young, and, as is usually the case, the 
negotiations are conducted by a solicitor instructed by a relation 
on her behalf, it is clear that it is the duty of the persons who act 
for her to insist on such a settlement as the court would consider 
proper, and if she is adult, and instructs the solicitor herself, it 
is the duty of the solicitor to advise her as to the proper form of 
the settlement. It cannot be doubted that the provisions under 
discussion are improper, and that, if they are adopted, the lady 
may be able to obtain rectification of the settlement. It follows 
that in the former case, if her solicitor consents to a settlement 
containing these provisions, he may be liable for negligence or 
to the costs of a suit for rectification of the settlement; in the 
latter case, however, he may be able to escape liability if he 
obtains and keeps evidence that he has advised her to have 
the settlement made in the usual form, and that she has insisted 
on having it made in the form proposed. If, however, the 
remarks contained in the judgment of Mr. Justice Farwett in 
Powell v. Powell (1900, 2 Oh., at p. 247) are law, it is the duty 
of a solicitor acting for a young lady, who is presumably under 
the influence of her parents, to advise her not to consent to the 
insertion of the provisions under discussion, and to refuse to act 
for her further if she persists. Although it may perhaps be 
doubted how far these remarks are acted on in practice, it appears 
clear that a solicitor consenting to the insertion of these pro- 
visions places himself in a position of danger. 

Although the covenant for settling the after-acquired property 
of the lady is not technically a ‘‘ usual” clause (Re Maddy, 1901, 
2 Ch. 820), it is pretty generally inserted, particularly in settle- 
ments where the lady is young. Objections have been raised to 
the clause on the ground that if a donor or testator wishes to 
give property to lady, he cannot avoid giving also a life 
interest to the husband, and further that he cannot give property, 
over the excepted amount to her to be dealt with as she 
thinks fit. There are two answers to this objection. First, it 
is always competent for the donor to settle the property in 
such a manner that it does not full within the covenant; and, 
secondly, if the covenant is framed with the exception 
of property as to which the donor expresses an intention that it 
should not be bound by the covenant (see the form in 2 K. & B. 


592), allthat the donor need do is to —* his intention that 


it should not be bound. With this e n, the clause ap 

to be rn to be inserted, at all events where the lady is 

young. If she is a middle-aged woman, accustomed to business, 

the = te te of it isa rere * Fagg ree — Ray a 

vision (to noticed ta art of the lady’s 
out of the settlement © Goes Tu meattion le 
it may be propor to extend the provisions in favour of 
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the children of the intended marriage to the children of a future 
marriage, so far as relates to property becoming bound by the 
covenant, and to enable her to give a life interest in it to a 
future husband. 

It is not uncommon to provide that one or both of the spouses 
should be entitled to take part of their p out of the 
settlement, and to settle it on an after-taken husband or wife 
and the children of a future marriage. If this clause is inserted 
the questions for consideration are whether an aliquot of 
the fortune is to be taken out of the settlement or a part depend- 
ing on the number of the children of the intended marriage or 
on the number of the children of both marriages. Sometimes, 
there is a provision that, if there are only a certain number of 
children of the intended marriage who attain twenty-one, &., 
the surviving spouse may take part of the property out of the 
settlement without reference to a future marriage. Where all 
the fortune of the lady is settled, and there is a covenant to settle 
her after-acquired property, one of these clauses applying to her 
property should be stipulated for on her behalf. 

Where all the property that is settled is reversionary, it may 
be necessary to provide an immediate income for the spouses, 
and for the children of the marriage, in cage both the spouses, 
die before the reversion falls into possession. This is most 
commonly effected by the parent of one of the spouses 
covenanting to pay an annuity until the reversion falls in, if and 
so long as either of the spouses or any child of the marriage 
shall be living. Sometimes, perhaps usually, the annuity is 
made variable in amount according to the events that happen. 
It is, perhaps, not very common to charge the annuity on any 
property of the covenantor ; but itis, where practicable, advisable 
to do so, especially if he is engaged in business, owing to the 
risk of igs Senet bankrupt. 

If the husband has no property that can conveniently be 
settled, he often insures his life and settles the policy moneys. 
Two forms of policy should be carefully distinguished: (1) 
Policies for the whole term of life—#.e, where the money 
assured will not be payable till the death of the assured; and 
(2) endowment policies—i.¢., where the money will be payable 
on the assured attaining a certain age, or on his earlier death. 

Before discussing which form of policy had better be adopted, it 
will be convenient to explain shortly the different forms of policy. 

Policies, whether for term of life or endowment policies, can 


the latter case being less than in the former case. Where the 
policy is for the whole term of life it is sometimes provided that 
reduced premiums are to be taken for the first five years. This 
scheme is not very expedient in the case of a policy effected on 
marriage, as the higher rate of premium becomes payable at a 
time when the expenses of the spouses may probably increase 
owing to children being born. It may, however, be convenient 
in cases where the husband is an official whose salary 
increases automatically according to his length of service. 
Sometimes only a limited number of premiums are to be paid. 
If the husband can afford to pay the higher premium required 
for this scheme, this scheme is convenient, as the iums will 
cease after, say, twenty years, a time when he will have heavy 
expenses for education. Where the policy is with profits, it is 
sometimes provided that the bonuses are to be applied in 
reduction of premiums, and this is a convenient scheme where 
the policy is effected on marriage. There is a great advan 
in an endowment policy, as if the husband is alive at the 
expiration of the fixed term, he will receive the policy moneys, 
so that not only will no more premiums have to be paid, but 
additional income will be received from the investment of the 
any — oo ff of th i 

n selecting an insurance office it is @ greatest importance 
to consider be stability of the office rather than to consider 
which office accepts the lowest premiums. Owing to competition, 
the most solvent offices accept premiume at very nearly the same 
rate, and it may be fairly assumed that if any office accepts 
such lower rates it will eventually fall into difficulties, It is 
difficult to conceive the painful position a man would be in 
who has made sacrifices for his children by insuring his life 
when the office in which he is insured becomes insolvent. This 


——— requires careful —* On the ne en it 
is of paramount importance e trust property should be 
safely invested, and on the other hand, it —8 remembered 
that the better the security the lower is the rate of interest. 
The reader will find in any of the ordi books of precedents 
the forms for restricted, fair range i 
investments; perhaps in ordinary cases the fair range had 
better be used. It is not convenient to frame the investment 
clause by reference to the statutory powers of investment, as if 
this be done, it will be necessary, whenever a change of invest- 
ment is made, to employ a lawyer for the purpose of ini 
whether the proposed investment is within the terms of the 
power, while if the investments are specified, any business man 
can in ordinary cases say whether this is the case. 

The power to invest in the purchase of land or of a house for 
the residence of the is rather lengthy, but unless the 
settled funds are very small it had perhaps better be inserted. 

It is generally provided, where isa power to purchase 
leaseholds, that no leasehold having a term of less than sixty 
years shall be purchased. This is not very convenient if the 
spouses intend to live in London, as the existing leases on many 
of the great London estates are for much shorter terms. L, 
however, the trustees are directed when they purchase lease- 
holds te take out a sinking fund policy for the amount of the 
purchase-money, payable at the end of the term, and to pay the 
premiums out of the income of the trust funds, there to 
be no substantial objection to the purchase of | for a 
short term being authorized, but we are not aware that this 
suggestion has been adopted in ice. 

It is the practice to. appoint same number of trustees on 
the part of each of the spouses. In ordinary cases itis not 
expedient to appoint more than four trustees, as not more than 
four can be entered in the books of the bank as the 
owners of Consols. 

It is not common to provide what shall be done in case any 
dispute should occur as to the details of the proposals. But in 
many cases it may be useful to declare that the settlement shall 
be settled for all parties by some named counsel, or to provide 
that in case of difference it shall be settled by a named counsel 


or by a counsel to be ascertained in a manner. 
Lastly, the pepe wl ph iyi pelpac a 
of “such other provisions as counsel advise and as may be 


agreed upon.” This on only ex what might be 
—— ye ype ee 
some moral weight, as e ies con 

the insertion of auch other clantea a8 might be convenient. 





The Solicitor-Trustee’s Remuneration 
Clause. 


Il. 
Turnine to Key and Elphinstone, it will be found that the form 
in the third edition (1890, vol. 2, p. 838), which is retained, 
with the introduction of the words “for the time being” after 
“trustee,” in the last edition (1902, vol. 2, p. 831), is as ws: 


or trustee for the time being hereunder being a solicitor or other 
person 0 ee Se ee 
charge paid usual or other for any 
business done by him or his in the premises, in the 
cottnary exam of Se peteeee Ss Sateep o and although 
a nature uiring employment a or other 
protonstensl pensun © 
The clause is substantially the same as that in the fourth 
edition of ewood and Jarman by Robbins (1889, vol. 2, p. 
975). It be seen that it covers three ts: (1) the 
solicitor-trustee may charge “ usual or other 


at Wills 
in the last edition of and Jarman's Concise of 
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such, notwithstanding his acceptance of the trusteeship, be allowed all 
professional and other charges for his time and trouble which if 
employed as solicitor to my trustees, not being himself a trustee, he 
would be entitled to make.”’ 

From the decision in Re Ames (25 Ch. D. 72) it appears that 
these clauses—or at any rate the one quoted from Key and 
Elphinstone—are effectual to let in charges for work which is 
not strictly professional. There the will directed that a 
solicitor-trustee might transact any business connected with the 
estate, ‘“‘ whether such business be usually within the business 
of a solicitor or not, and that he shall be allowed to make the 
usual professional and other proper and reasonable charges for 
all business done and time expended in relation thereto, not- 
withstanding his being a trustee or executor, or any maxim to 
the contrary.” The taxing-master declined to allow under this 
clause any charges for work which was not strictly professional, 
but Norra, J., overruled him. The costs allowed by the will 
were not to be limited to professional costs, but were to include 
other costs and charges properly incurred. Unfortunately no 
— items were then in question, and the case gives no 

int as to the nature of the non-professional charges that would 
be allowed. It is simply a decision that such charges are not to 
be shut out. 

But with Re Ames we have to take Re Robinson (48 W. R 
698 ; sub. nom. Clarkson v. Robinson, 1900, 2 Ch. 723), in which, 
however, Re Ames does not seem to have been referred to. 
Re Robinson was a direct decision on the form in Key and 
— just as Re Fish was a direct decision on Mr. 

OLSTENHOLME’s earlier form. It was a decision, therefore, on a 
form which was at least as extensive as that in Re Ames. The 
solicitor-trustee was to be paid “‘ all usual professional or other 

” for business done in relation to the administration of 
the estate, ‘“‘ whether in the ordinary course of his profession 
or business or not, and although not of a nature strictly 
requiring the employment of a solicitor or other professional 
person.” But Booxtey, J., although he was ready to give some 
effect to the words which allowed charges for work not in 
the i course of a solicitor’s business, declined to 
extend the clause so as to cover allowances for time and 

ble generally. The solicitor could only charge for 
work dc me in the course of his profession or business, whether 
it was done in the ordinary course or not in the ordinary course. 
ind of work would fall within this category does not 
appear, but Bocxrey, J., distinguished the case from 2s Fish on 
the ground that the clause before him did not contain the 
parenthesis inserted in Mr. Worstznnotme’s clause “. . . 
(ineluding all business of whatever kind not strictly pro- 
fessional, but which might have been performed, or would 
necessarily have been performed in person by a trustee not being 
asolicitor).” ‘‘ Directly,” said the learned judge, “ you get such 
words you have words which shew that everything which the 
trustee does lly he is entitled to be paid for, and the 
Court of Appeal said that under that clause the trustee was 
entitled to be paid for his trouble.” 

A further —— for excluding the solicitor-trustee from the 
full benefit of such a clause was discovered by Kzxewicn, J., in 
the recent case of Be Devereux (46 Soricrrors’ Jovrwat, PP. 
308, 320). A testator directed that his trustees, instead of acting 
poor! might, in their discretion, “employ and pay any 

to transact any business or do any act whatever 
required to be done in the ises, including the receipt and 
of money; and that any executor or trustee acting 

, being a solicitor or other person carrying on any 
profession, shall be entitled to act in his ional capacity in 
the administration of my estate or the execution of the trusts of 
this my will, and to be paid out of my estate all professional and 
in the same manner as though, not being an executor or 
trustee. he been employed by my trustees or trustee to act as afore- 
said,” It will be noticed that this clause is not so wide in its 
as those — above from Wolstenholme and from 

Elph e, and it resembles most nearly the 
in Hayes and Jarman. The words “ professional 
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charges” clearly contemplated, however, that the 


mplied that, to entitle him to such | 
ment, he must have been actually employed by the —2 * 


the will to do non-professional work. With deference to the 
learned judge, this seems to ascribe quite a different meaning to 
the words than that which they are intended to convey. They 
assume that the solicitor-trustee is not actually employed by the 
trustees. Indeed, if he were left as sole trustee, this could 
not be the case. He is to be paid, however, just as if he 
were an outside solicitor, and as if he were employed by the 
trustees. The words describe the extent of his right to pay- 
ment ; they are not intended to make his employment by the 
trustees a condition of payment. 

To sum up the result of the foregoing survey of precedents 
and authorities, it is safe to say, in the first place, that every will 
or settlement ought to contain a clause at least entitling a 
solicitor-trustee to do the strictly legal professional business of 
the trust and to make the usual professional charges. Whether 
@ solicitor is appointed a trustee originally, or comes in sub- 
sequently, in either case it is natural and proper that the work of 
the trust should go to him. The frame of such a clause is given 
in the precedents from the third edition of Bythewood and 
Jarman and from Davidson quoted above, and a neat form 
to the same effect will be found in Sweet’s Concise Precedents 
(4th ed., 1886), p..1103, Or the clause (in the case of a will) 
may ran: 

Any executor or trustee hereunder who is a solicitor or other person 
engaged in any profession or business shall be entitled to act ia his 
profeesional or business capacity in any matters arising in the adminis- 
tration of my estate or the execution of the trust: of this my will, and 
to be paid for work done in such matters in the same manner as if he 
were not an executor or a \e 


In most cases, however, the clause may properly go further, 
at any rate as to solicitors. A solicitor who consents to be 
trustee is not in the same position as a layman who, purely 
from motives of friendship—or, shall we say, because he cannot 
say no—undertakes the office. The testator or settlor selects 
the solicitor as much for his capacity to manage affairs as for 
his strictly legal qualifications, and it is proper, therefore, that 
the demands made upon his time by the affairs of the trust 
should be remunerated. The form given in Key and Elphinstone 
has, as we have seen, been held to stop short of this, and to 
give a right to remuneration only for work done in the course 
of his business, whether in the ordi course or not; and the 
scope of the clause is also restricted by the direction that 
he is to make “usual” charges. Hence the work must 
be such that he has a “usual” charge for it. The learned 
editors in the last edition admit the narrow effect given 
to the clause by Re Robinson (ed. 1902, vol. 2, p. 527), 
but they do not think it necessay to amend the clause. 
They question the expediency of adding an express power to 
charge for time and trouble. But it seems to us that there is no 
satisfactory halting-place between charging for professional work 
only, and charging for time and trouble generally as well. It 
must always be uncertain what acts, not strictly professional, are 
yet within the solicitor’s business so as to entitle him to charge. 
If the clause is extended at all, it should go to the full length 
sanctioned in Re Fish. The testator will, of course, be informed 
that a lay trustee would have to do the work for nothing. He will 
also be informed that, should no lay trustee consent to act, there 
is the alternative of having a judicial trustee appointed at the 
cost of the estate. If the estate is a large one, and he wishes 
himself to place it in the hands of a solicitor, the natural course 
is tbat he should provide suitable remuneration by making the 
clause cover work done generally in the administration of the 
trust. The only clause which hitherto seems to have been held 
to attain this end is Mr. WotsTennotme’s older clause, and that 
only by reason of its being expressly made to include matters 
which a trustee, not being a solicitor, would have performed in 

. Taking advantage of this result of the decision of the 
— of Appeal in Re Fish, it may be suggested that the follow- 
ing clause would be effectual : 

Any executor or trustee hereunder, who is a solicitor, shall be entitled 
to act in bis ca in any matters arising in the 
administration of my estate or in execution of the trusts of this 
my will; and shall be entitled to be paid, not * hie professional 
charges for work #o done in the same manner as if he were not an 
executor or trustee, but also to be paid his reasonable charges for all 
other work done and time spent by him in the premises, including 
matters which an executor or who was not a solicitor might 
ordinarily be expected to attend to personally. 
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A clause in this form does not require that the solicitor- 
trustee shall, as a condition of payment, have been specifically 
employed by his co-trustees, and so it gets over the difficulty in 
Re Devereux (supra). It may be added that a clause enabling a 
solicitor-trustee to charge profit costs confers a beneficial gift on 
him, and hence is void under section 15 of the Wills Act, 1837, 
if the solicitor is an attesting witness to the will (Re Pooley, 
37 W. R. 17, 40 Ch. D. 1); though where a clause so made void 
is restored by a codicil which the solicitor does not attest, it is 
not destroyed again by his attesting a second codicil: Re Trotter 
(47 W. R. 477; 1899, 1 Ch. 764), If the estate is insolvent, the 
clause does not enable the solicitor-trustee to charge profit costs 
at the expense of creditors: Re White (46 W. R. 676 ; 1898, 2 Ch. 
217). It seems that the fact that a trustee is remunerated for 


his services does not increase his liability to the trust estate: 
Jobson v. Palmer (41 W. R. 264; 1893, 1 Ch. 71). 
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OUTLINES OF CRIMINAL LAW, BasED oN LECTURES DELIVERED IN 
THE UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE. By CourTNEY STANHOPE 
Kenny, LL.D., Barri-ter-at-Law. Cambridge University Press. 


This book is a scientific treatise on the criminal law for the use of 
students, and it reaches a very high level of literary excellence. It 
aims at imparting a clear view of the principles on which the law is 
founded rather than a knowledge of the more minute details which 
the practitioner requires. The book is distinguished from its 
many competitors chiefly by the prominence given to theory rather 
than to practice, and by the fact that it is quite regardless 
of the requirements of any particular examination. We do not 
know any book more suitable for the purposes of the student, the 
object of whose labour is knowledge, and not the mere passing of 


examinations. For him, however, whose sole desire is to pass an ( 


examination, this book is not quite sufficient, as long as examinations 
are conducted as they are at — For example, certain offences 
are passed over in silence. We are unable to find any mention of 
those offences peculiar to bankrupts, or of offences against the 
coinage, or of abduction, or of bribery, or of several others 
about which examiners are liable to be curious. Agein, al 

the form of an indictment is carefully explained, 

does not suppy his readers with even one precedent; and without 
precedents the rules are very difficult of comprehension. The 
book, however, is an extremely interesting one, the reading of which 
will be enjoyed:by any man of good education who takes any interest 
in this great subject, either from the historical, the ethical, or the 
philanthropic point of view. 


A GuipE To Crmurmat Law. INTENDED FOR THE USE oF STUDENTS 
FOR THE Bak FINAL AND FOR THE Soxictrors’ Finan Examina- 
Tions. By Cartes THwalrTes, Solicitor. SIxTH EDITION. 
Furnival Press, 

This book is exactly the opposite in many respects of Mr. Kennedy's 
work. It is difficult to imagine anyone reading it for pleasure, and 
it has no literary pretensions, It is, however, a very useful book for 
students when time is short and the bar or solicitors’ examina- 
tion is close at hand. Then the student whom the press 
of other studies has prevented from devoting sufficient time 
to his criminal law, will find the whole subject neatly arranged 
by Mr. Thwaites for rapid assimilation. Nothing is there which may 
not be asked by the examiners, and it is exceedingly difficult to dis- 
cover the omission of anything which can reasonably be looked for in 
a book of this sort. It also contains a number of teat questions with 
answers. It is, in short, an excellent ‘‘cram” book; and this state- 
ment is proved by the fact that a sixth edition is now demanded by 
the not too industrious student. 
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A Treatise on the Law Relating to Debentures and Debenture Stock 
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Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition, Revised. Sweet & 

axwell (Limited). 
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taining an excellent Diary, with Tonal Neeos foc Hock 
Year; Treatises on the Stamp Act and on Estate, 
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Information as to Oaths in 
on Registering Deeds, &c., 
Acts ; the Bolici 


ruptcy ; Parliamentary, Insurance, 
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Practice of Stamping Documents is Revised to Date in 

with the Latest .Decisions and Practice. The Treatise on Osths, 
Solicitors’ Cb and Death Duties are Revised by J. Goprrey 
Hickson, ——— Fifty-ninth Year of Pableation. Water- 
low & Sons (Limited). 

Registration of Title to Land: An Explanation of the Leading 
Features of the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, and a Guide to 
the Procedure, — Who May ister, What Can be Done, 
How to Do It. By W. G. Norraag, F.8.L., iner Survey 

Sweet & Maxwell 


Map Department, Land Registry, 
Limited). : 

Wilson’s Legal Handy Books: How to Appeal against your Rates 
— Metropolis). With Forms and full Instructions. By ANDREW 

uGLAS LawRig, Esq., M. A. Barrister-at-Lew. Fourth Edition, 
Revised so as to include Parts of the London Government Act, 1899. 
By THomas Marriott, Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. 

The Law Magazine and Review: A Quarterly Review of Jurie- 
prudence. Being the Combined Law Magazine, founded in 1828, 
and the Law Review, founded in 1844. November, 1902. Law 
Journal Publishing Company. 
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Correspondence. 
Typewriting. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
— ae Bg stem oe SS ae 
OURNAL issue of the lst ovember, on commencing using type- 
writing in may offen —— — 
violet ink soon faded, and as a practical result appeared to me unfit for 
use for any document, but on g to the Yost Co., 
I had my machines, we have their Black Record Ink, which no 
doubt can be obtained from other makers of the machine, 
had frequently type-written wills made, which the clients 


> 80 easily rsd and r = a 

8 wri is a great advantage any writing 

office * Drury FREEMAN. 
10, Manor-terrace, Lea Bridge-road, Leyton, Nov, 1. 





[To the Hditor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
ivan 8* to the 
have frequen wills type 
written wil'e, but I always use the black ribbon. 
Nov. 4. 








The Winding up of Companies any Reconstruction, By His apeech by 


Honour Judge Empen, Sixth Edition. By Henry Jonmnsron, 
Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

A Compendium of the Law of Torts, Spey Stated for the Use 
of Students, By Huon Fraszr, M.A., LLD., Barrister-at-Law. 
Fifth Edition. B weet & Maxwell (Limited), 
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Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Reconstruction—Effect on Lease.—The voluntary winding up of 
a company, although perfectly solvent, for the purpose of reconstrac- 
tion or tion only, will cause a forfeiture of a lease which 

ides for re-entry if the lessees, being a company, shall! enter into 
iquidation, either compulsory or voluntary, Such a proviso is ‘‘a 
condition for forfeiture on the bankruptcy of the lessee ” within 
section 14, sub-section 6, of the Conveyancing Act, 1881.—FRYER v. 
Ewart (H.L,, March 13) (1902, A. C. 187). 

Director—Resale to Company at a Profit.—If a director, without 
his company’s authority and not under circumstances making him a 
-trustee for the company, resells to the company at a profit, the 
company cannot affirm the contract and at the same time treat the 
director as trustee for it of the profit.—BurLanp v. EARLE (P.C., 
Nov. 9, 1901) (1902, A. C. 83). 

Director's fication.—In order to hold qualification shares 
‘*in his own right,” a director need not hold the shares as beneficial 
owner, but he must hold them in such a way that the company may 
deal with him in of them whatever his interest may be. 
After his bankruptcy, if his trustee has claimed the shares, he no 
longer holds in his own right.—Sutron v. ENGLISH AND COLONIAL 
Propvce (Buckley, J., June 5) (1902, 2 Ch. 502). 

Ohairman’s Declaration at Meeting.—The chairman’s declara- 
tion that a special resolution has been passed is not conclusive if it 
shews on the face of it that the statutory majority has not been 
——— CaRaTAL (NEw) Muvzs (Buckley, J., June 3) (1902, 

4 

Prospectus—Oontracts.—Apart from the ed section 38 of 
the Companies Act, 1867 (and probably section 10 of the Act of 1900), 
certain contracts ought in fairness to intending investors, to be 
disclosed.—Per Romer, L.J., Cackerr v. Keswick (C.A., June 11) 
(1902, 2 Ch. 456). 

Director—Fiduciary Relation.—Directors are not trustees for 
individual shareholders. There is no law to prevent them from 
purchasing shares without disclosing negotiations which are on foot 
to sell the undertaking of the company.—PERCIVAL v. WRIGHT 
(Swinfen Eady, J., June 23) (1902, 2 Ch. 421). 


Conveyancing. 


Estate of Freehold to Arise in faturo.—The grantee under a con- 
veyance with the ususi words “unto and to the use of” takes at 
common law by virtue of the word “ unto,’’ and not under the 
Statute of Uses. Hence his estate is subject to the rules of the 
common law, and will fail if it is so limited as to arise in futuro. And 
an exception out of such a conveyance, since it operates as a regrant, 
stands on the same footing. Consequently, it was held that an 
exception of land to be ascertained at a future time was void. More- 
over, even had the conveyance operated under the Statute of Uses, 
the result would have om the same, inasmuch as no time was 
limited — — pelle * to be ascertained, and the 
exception therefore infrin e rule against perpetuities.—SAVILL 
Brotuess (Lim.) v. BETHEL (C.A.) (50 W. R. 580; 1902, 2 Ch. 523). 

Covenant for Quiet Enjoyment.—aA covenant for quiet enjoyment 
in the usuai restricted form protects the lessee against disturbance 
by the lessor or persons lawfally claiming from or under him. And 
the covenant is only violated if the acts complained of are done by 
virtue of the title derived under the lessor. Hence, where an 
assignee of the reversion had by a distinct title acquired neighbour- 
ing premises, and had done thereon acts which were alleged to con- 
stitute an interference with the enjoyment of the demised premises, 
it was held that there had been no breach of covenant.—Davizs v. 
on hs — INVESTMENT CoRPoRaTIon (Lim.) (1902, 2 

Restrictive Covenants.— Provisions in a lease relating to the lessee 
and bis ** assigns ” do not in general extend to underlessees, the 
word “assign” having in such a connection acquired the technical 
meaving of an sesignment of the whole interest in the lease. But in 
considering the liability imposed by a covenant restricting the user 
of the demised land, the word assigns may be neglected; and 
whether the covenant in terms binds assigns or not, it can be 
ewforced sgeinst all persons taking under the lessee with notice. 
Consequently, it can be enforced agaist an underlessee._HoLLOWAY 
Bros. (Lam.) v. Hitt (Byrne, J.) (1902, 2 Ch. 612). 

Investment of Capital Money.—Under section 22 (2) of the 
BSetsled Land Act, 1852, capital money arising under the Act is to be 
invested or applied by the trustees “ according to the direction of the 
tenant for life.” This does not, however, absolve the trustees from 
satiefyis g themeclves as to the propriety of a proposed investment, 
and iu the case of a mortgage they are not bound to obey the tenant 
for life’s direction unless we ican ee 

value of 


& proper investigation of title, and a proper report as to 





the proposed security, and upon proper advice as to the form of the 
mortgage. But upon being satisfied as to these points, they are 
bound to make the investment.—Rz HorHam, Horuam v. DouGHTy 
(C.A.) (50 W. B. 692; 1902, 2 Ob, 575). 


Criminal Law. 


Permitting Place to be Used for Betting.—The proprietor of a 
newspaper who advertises coupon competitions such as have been 
declared to be illegal in the case of dart v. Hawke, although all 
coupons, money, &c., are to be posted to an address outside the United 
Kingdom, and although he has no interest in the competition save 
the ordimary profit from advertising, is liable to be convicted under 
the Betting Houses Act, 1858, for permitting his newspaper office to 
(ooo P for —— forbidden by the Act.—MAcKENZIE v. HAWKE 

. P. 696). 

Sunday Observance: Oondition Precedent to Prosecution.— 
Although the Sunday Observance Prosecution Act, 1871, requires the 
consent in writing of the chief police officer of the district or of two 
justices before proceedings can be taken for an offence under the 
Sunday Observance Act, 1677, no such consent is required before 

rosecuting for the offence of selling bread on a Sunday under the 
53* Bread Act, 1822. -Rx v. finan anp ANOTHER (66 J, P. 
676), 








Result of Appeals. 
Appeal Court I. 


The MasTER oF THE Rotts and Romer and Matuew, L.JJ. 
(New Trial Paper.) 

Attorney-General v. The Gas Light & Coke Co. Application of 
defendants for judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict 
and judgment, dated April 16, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. 
Oct. 31. 

Gidumal v. 8. J. Tellery & Co. Application of defendant for judg- 
ment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, 
dated April 21, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Phillimore and a 
common jury, Middiesex. New trial allowed. Oct. 31. 

Wickham v. Chester, Broome, & Griffithes. Application of plaintiff 
for judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, 
dated April 15, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Lawrance and a 
special jury, Middiesex. Dismissed with costs. Oct. 31. 


Appeal Court II. 


VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and Cozmns-Harpy, L.JJ. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re A Debtor (ex parte The Debtor), No. 563 of 1902 from a 
receiving order made by Mr. Registrar Brougham, dated July 2, 
1902. Dismissed with costs. Oct, 31. 

In re A Debtor (ex parte The Debtor), No. 334 of 1902 from an 
order made by Mr. Registrar Linklater, dated August 6, 1902, 
refusing to rescind a receiving order. Dismissed with costes. 
Oct. 31. 

In re A Debtor (ex parte The Debtor), No, 799 of 1902 from a 
receiving order made by Mr. Regi Hope, dated August 14, 
1902, and from ‘his order of August 27, 1902, dismissing the 
debtor’s application to rescind the said receiving order, Appeal 
allowed with conte, except as to August 27, Oct. 27. Leave to 
appeal to House of Lords refused. 


Appeal Court I. 
The Masrer or THE Rois and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ. 
, (Original Motions.) 

Collins v. Norman and Another. Application of plaintiff that 
defendants give security for costs ot appeal. (No. 21, New Trial 
Paper.) Collins v. Norman and Another. Application of plaintiff 
that aefendant Norman give security for costs of appeal. 
(No. 22, New Trial Paper.) Dismissed with costs. Nov. 3. 


Cadman v. Ward. Application of plaintiff 
age for costs of topenl. (No. 140, K, B, Final.) 
ov. 3. 
The Master or THE ROLLS and Srrruine and Cozens ‘Harpy, L.JJ. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Read v. The Friendly Society of Operative Stonemasons and others. 
Appli 


that defendant give 
Granted, 


lication of defendants, other than R. E. Saunders, from 
order of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Darling and 
Channell, dated May 3, 1902, Dismissed 
with costs. Nov.4. ~ 
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The MASTER OF THE Rois and RomErR and Martuew, L.JJ. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
Stuart v. Freemav. Application of plaintiff for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict and ju dated April 14, 
1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Ridley and a special jury, 
‘Middlesex. Judgment entered for plaintiff, with costs. ‘Nov. 4. 
Haley v. Smith and others. Application of plaintiff for judgment or 
new trial on sppeal from verdict and judgment, dated 
March 22, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Lawrance and a 
special jury, Leeds. Settled by consent, Nov. 4. 
Ryland v. Jackson Application of plaintiff for ju 
trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated A 30, 
1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Bruce and a ial jury, 
Middlesex. Same v. Brodie. Application of plaintiff for judg- 
ment or new trial on ap from verdict and judgment, dated 
April 30, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Bruce, and a i 
jury, Middlesex (consolidated). Verdict entered for plaintiff by 
consent ; damages, a farthing; no costs either side. Nov. 4. 
Eastey v Wood. Application of plaintiff for judgment or new trial 
D appeal from verdict and judgment, dated May 1, 1902, at 
trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex. 
New trial ordered ; costs to abide event. Nov. 5. 


Appeal Court II. 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ. 
(General List.) 

Wright v. Carter and others. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. 
Justice Kekewich, dated January 21, 1902. Appeal allowed. 
All parties to pay own costs in court below; defendant to pay 
plaintiff's costs of appeal; plaintiff to pay Miss Blanche Wright's 
costs ofappeal. Nov. 5. 

(Original Motion.) 

Millwall Dock Co. v. The Agricultural Organizing Agency (Limited). 
Appeal of plaintiffs to withdraw a; ner, Chancery 
General List); Allowed with costs. Nov. 5. 

(Interlocutory List.) 

Divorce. 8. Lyles v. F. Lyles. Appeal of appellant, Susan Lyles, 
from order of Mr. Justice Barnes, dated August 8, 1902. Order 
discharged ; no costs of appeal or below. 


In the Matter of The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re the 
Matter of Radford & Co, & Bright (Limited) (in liquidation), 
Appeal of D. M. Stevenson from order of Mr. Justice Buckley, 
dated August 5, 1902. Allowed with costs. Nov. 6. 


Appeal Court I. 
The MASTER OF THE Rouis and Romer and Martuew, L.JJ. 
(New Trial Paper.) 

Lloyd v. Woolland Brothers. Application of defendants for judg- 
ment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated 
May 3, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Bruce and a special 
jury, Middlesex. Judgment entered for defendants. Nov. 6. 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


READ v. FRIENDLY SOCIETY OF OPERATIVE STONEMASONS. 
No, 1. 4th Nov. 


Cavuss or Acrion—Inpvuctnc Brgacn or Oonrract. 


This was an appeal from the — of a Divisional Oourt (Lord 
Alverstone, 0.J., and Darling and Ohannell, JJ.) on an appeal from a 
52 of the judge of tne Suffolk *1 Court (1902, 2 K. B. 88). 
e action was brought against the t trade union for 
maliciously ing and co to ure to be broken 
indenture of apprenticeship made on the 11th of August, 1900, between 
the plaintiff and the firm of Wigg & Wright, stonemasons, of Ipswich. 
The plaintiff was a man of twenty-five years of age, and was the son of a 
mason, and he had, prior to the indenture of apprenticeship, been employed 
as a labourer y Messrs. Wig & Wright. By the indenture he covenan: 
> k, which oo eilinaes tameentit waa al 4 ted to thi 
week, which were o abourer’s al * covenan 
best of their skill and ability to teach Gna lnativaas m in the trade 
business of a stone and marble mason. Messrs. W and 
men in their employment were members of the defendant society. Ru 
of the working rules of the society, which had been signed by Wigg 
Wright, was as follows : ‘‘ That boys entering the trade shall not work more 
than three months without being legally bound apprentice, and in no case 
to be more than sixteen years of age, except masons’ sons and stepsons. 
Employers to have one apprentice to every four masons on an @ * 
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On the 13th of August the defendant society resolved ot 
started work as a mason, one of the employees of 
Was to report the fact to the society within two conseq 

of the action of the defendants, Wigg.& Wright refrained from 


ent or new | and that 





Wigg & Wright the defendant society, in the course 
of which the told & Wright that they protested against 
their introducing uals in the trade, and had empowered their 
members wo! for & Wright to take prompt action in the matter 


B 
i 
: 


—— ment abould be entered fer hiss 
a C) r 
for £50.—CovunsgL, Cohen, K.0., — Chester Jones; F. Low, K.O. and 
Henlé, Souscrrors, Shaen § Roscoe ; Leighton § Aldous, Ipswich. 

(Reported by F. G. Ricken, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re A DEBTOR. Ex parte THE DEBTOR (NO. 799 OF 1902). No, 2. 
Bist Oct. 


Bankruptcy Notice—Jupement Oneprron—Sezccriry Grven ro Sarisrac- 
Trion or Orgeprror—Ricut To Issue Fresh Notice—Banxrvrtcy Act, 
1883, s. 4 (1) (4). 

These were appeals (1) from a receiving order granted by the registrar, 
and (2) froun hi; vefeanl of om epptiantion to reeched. Th 

follows: A judgment creditor under a judgment for £1,677 8s. 9d. 

obtained against the debtor in the K 

bankruptcy notice against the debtor, 

the debtor had been arrested. An agreemen 

1902, was then entered into between the creditor and debtor, under which 

the debtor was to be released from eS eases < £75 in cash, 

Pale eid Sl chene tb coorete backs wish yn ay ryan 

fully- £1 shares in a certain bank, with liberty repur- 

chase them on or before the 28th of January, 1903. The debtor also 

his interest in two bankrupt estates. t — 

that*these payments and transfers were to be in part payment by way 

of security, and that the judgment was to be in full force. The debtor 
wished to insert a clause making the creditor undertake to stay further 


i 
: 


ground that that application 

Vaucuan Wruams, L.J.—Con 
favour, aud assuming all the facts in favour, 
right to issue the second 
first notice 


the 

creditor, made it impossible to Seuiengtey psveeaiingn antes &. 
But it is said that the creditor can nevertheless a second bankruptcy 
notice, and that this was the intention it is 
cher that the intuntion wee Chet Ghese.chouhl Do no. psceestiags ty 
way of execution or —2212* : 

default in giving security or option to repurchase had expired. 
It is said on behalf of the creditor 
ment is to be 


E 
x 
gue 
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(Reported w H. W. Law, Esq,, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re LAWLEY. ZAISER v. PERKINS. No, 2. 29th and 30th Oct. 
Witt—Trsramentany Powsr or Arromrusnr—Moxreaos—Covanant to 

Exerctss Power in Favour or Moxreacas- ron PayMenr oF 

Craprrons—Paroniry. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Joyoo, J. By the will of Lady 
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general power of appointment by will over the sum of £10,000 
was given to the Hon. F. O. Lawley. 4 an indenture of mortgage dated 
the 7th of April, 1892, the Hon. F. C. Lawley covenanted to Sa. ig Be 
G. F. Perkins the sum of £1,000, with interest as therein menti » and 
he further covenanted that he would immediately after the execution of 
the said indenture sign his will, whereby, in exercise of the said 
testamentary power, he appointed that the trustees of Lady Wenlock’s 
will should stand possessed of the said sum of £10,000, and the 
investments for the time being representing the same, upon trust 
to pay the mo thereout in preference and priority to all other 
ts the said sum of £1,000 and all interest thereon, and that 
would not revoke or alter his said will without the consent in 
the mortgagee. The Hon. F. C. Lawley duly made his 
will dated the same 7th of April, 1892, and thereby, after reciting the 
covenant, he duly appointed, in pursuance of the said covenant, the sum 
10,000 upon trusts in accordance with the covenant. The will 
also contained a gift of the residue of his estate, including any 
estate over which he had a general power of appointment by will. 
He died on the 18th of September, 1901, his estate being imsolvent. The 
G. F. Perkins, who had died on the 14th of December, 1895, 
claimed to have a first charge on the appointed fund in respect of the 
mortgage debt. Lady Wenlock’s trustees paid a sufficient part of the 
appointed fund into court to answer the mortgage debt in the event of the 
mortgage debt being held a first charge on the fund. The executors of 
the mortgagee applied by summons in the administration action to have 
the mortgage debt paid to them out of the fund in court. Joyce, J., held 
icants had no priority over the general body of creditors, and 

tion accordingly. The applicants appealed. 

Tue Cover (Vavenan Vus, Srintmve and Cozzns-Harpy, L JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vavenax Wuiuss, L. J.—I think that the judgment of Joyce, J., is 
right, and must be aflirmed. The question we have to decide is whether 
the applicants have, against the appointed fund, any priority over other 
There can be no doubt as to the rule that property subject to 
a general power of appointment by will becomes, as soon as the power is 

i aseets of the donee of the power for the payment of his 
creditors as against volunteers. But it is said that this rule only applies 
to the case of volunteers, and it has been argued that the mortgagee is not 
a volunteer because he p' rchased the exercise of the power. In Fleming 
v. Buchanan (3 De G. M. & G. 976), Knight-Bruce, LJ., said: ‘* On 
whatever groands it was originally held, it is, and has for along time 
been, the settled law of the country that, if a man having a power, and a 
power only, over personal estate to appoint it as he will, exercises 
this power by a testamentary appointment, the becomes, 
subject in a certain order and manner to the payment of bis debts, what- 
ever may be the intention or absence of intention on his part.’”” Our atten- 
tion was called to the fact that the Lord Justice in this passage does not use 
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in the present case is 2 volunteer. 

Srreusc and Cozexs-Haxvy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
offect.—Covxert, Badeock, K.C., and E. Ford; Hughes, K.0., and Wace 
Beyfus & Beyfus ; Dangerfield, Blyth, & Hodgson. 

(Reported by J. L Sriutisc, Hoq,, Barrister-at-Law.! 





High Court—Chancery Division. 

He ROBERTS. ROBERTS +. ROBERTS. Kekewich, J. 31st Oct. 
Avuisisteation—Drers—Marenatrine Assets —Pace GACTEE— 

Best Kerare Onaucen wrrn — — 

summons. Edmund Roberts, deceased bis will da 
tee Seth of May, 167, Aiected that all hs just dota tad Armed gees 
testasuentery exp-nece should as soon as possible after his decease, 
and after a bequest of live pede fe goer ed stock the testator gave two 
ey hee < £0 and £200 respectively. The testator further 


a& 


ee eentdhes iy, Upuene water the will ere enthled to e the 
m creditors as 
opediically Aevised real ontate to the extent to which the punone 


and | were carried out by subordinates, 





estate should be applied in the payment of debts and funeral and 
testamentary . For the specific devisees the case of Re Bate 
(43 Ch. D. 600) was relied upon to shew that marshalling was not allow- 
able ; while for the adverse view the cases of Re Stokes (67 L. T. 223) and 
Re Salt, Brothwood v. Keeling (1895, 2 Ch. 203), in both of which the 
decision in Re Bate was disapproved of, were cited. 

Kexewicu, J., after stating the facts, said that the real question was 
whether, the estate and the undevised realty having been taken 
and exhausted to pay debts, the pecuniary legatees were entitled to insist 
that, inasmuch as the real estate was by the terms of the will charged with 
debts, such real estate should, in the hands of specific devisees, be 
compelled to make good the amounts of the pecuniary legacies to the 
extent to which the personal estate had been — for debts. It 
was a question of great importance and of some difficulty owing to the 
decision in Re Bate (ubi supra); that decision was carefully examined in 
Re Stokes (ubi supra), and as a result of the latter case Stirling, J., in Re Salt 
(ubi supra) felt himself free to dissent form Re Bate. His lordship further 
cited Seton on Judgments (6th ed.), vol. 2, p. 1673 (4), where it is stated 
that Re Bate must be taken to be overruled. The learned judge con- 
sidered that a correct statement of the law, and he therefore held that the 
pecuniary legatees were entitled to have the doctrme of marshalling 
applied.—CounsgL, Methold; Romer; F. Russell. So.icrrors, Roweliffes, 


Rawle, § Co. 
[Reported by Auan C. Nespirr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re HOOPER. HOOPER ». WARNER. Byme, J. 29th Oct. 
Wu1.—Amsieurry—Lzcatre— OonsTRUcTION. 


This was a summons to determine the person entitled to a legacy under 
the will of Anne Hooper, deceased. The facts of the case were as follows : 
By her will bearing date the 13th of December, 1894, the testatrix 
appointed E. F. Good and J. Warner executors thereof, and devised and 
bequeathed to them all her estate and effects upon trust for sale and con- 
version, and out of the proceeds to pay her funeral and testamentary 
expenses and after payment thereof upon trust to pay a number of 
legacies, and among others a ‘“‘ legacy to Percy Hooper, son of Oharles 
Adams Hooper, £200.” The testatrix gave the rest of her estate 
to the above-named executors for their own use and benefit. 
At the time of the testatrix’s death the said Oharles Adams Hooper, who 
was a nephew of the testatrix’s husband, had three sons, Charles Sennett 
Hooper, Archibald Frank Hooper and Herbert William Hooper. Another 
nephew of testatrix’s husband, Leonard Hooper, had a son named Leonard 
Percy Hooper, and another nephew of. testatrix’s husband, Bernard 
William Hooper, had a son Percy Frank William Hooper. The plaintiff, 
the said Herbert William Hooper, claimed the legacy on the ground that 
he was a son of Charles Adams Hooper, that he was usually called 
*: Bertie,’ and that on giving instructions for the will the testatrix must 
have used the words ‘‘ Bertie, son of Charles Adams Hooper,’’ and that the 
solicitor preparing the same mistook the word Bertie for Percy. On 
bebalf of the executors it was submitted that the bequest failed for un- 


certainty. 

Bygnz, J., held that Herbert William Hooper, son of Charles Adams 
Hooper, was entitled to the legacy.—OounseL, Church; 8. B. L. Druce. 
Soxicrrors, Prior, Church, § Adams; W. H. Osgood. 

| Reported by J. Anruur Price, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


CARE ». ANDERSON. Buckley, J. 28th and 29th Oct. 


Convicr—ApminisTRaToR —Friony Acr, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 23)—Sauz 
or Propsrty BY ADMINISTRATOR—Sarz or Mone THAN was Necessary TO 
Make StatTvTory Paymenrs—Exexcisy or DiscegTIon BY ADMINISTRATOR 
—Bowa Fipvrs— . 

This was an action by an ex-convict against the administrator of his 
property and another defendant, asking for damages in respect of the 
wrongful conversion of his property, for an account, and for delivery up 
of bis property remaining in their hands. On the 22ad of July, 1895, the 
plaintiff was convicted of felony and sentenced to six years’ penal servitude, 
and was aleo ordered to pay the costs of the prosecution. Under the 
Felony Act, 1870, the defendant, Sir Robert Anderson, at that time the 
Assistant Commissioner of the Oriminal Investigation Department, was 
appointed administrator, and took m of the plaintiff's property, 
which consisted, other things, of certain articles of jewellery, some 
shares in the Louis and Nashville Railway, and certain bonds. In 
the course of his administration Sir Robert Anderson sold the whole 
of the plaintiff’s property with the exception of four foreign bonds now 

to be worthless. The amount realized was about £3,750. The 
disbursements, including the costs, amounted to about £750. It appeared 
that it was not the habit of Sir Robert Anderson to attend personally to 
the details of the administrations, but he gave general directions which 
of the general directions 

was that the effects of convicts should be 

sold, the reason being that otherwise the«storage capacity of 

Scotland Yard would be unduly texed. It was in accordance with this 

practice that the jewellery was sold. With regard to the Louisville and 

and ashville shares, Bir Hobert Anderson stated that he had 
pecesaany aneedsek The Gioeeatien fe the mater and had come to the con- 
clusion they ought to be sold. ‘The actus] arrangements for their 
sale were carried out through a subordinate official, now dead, whose 

—— open to question. Various ties took place in connec- 

tion with the sale, among them being the that it was effected through 

is -changer, who for the on a bum slightly under the lowest 

Stock Exchange quotation of the day, and who charged double commis- 


sions, Bome time before the expiration of the sentence, pir Robert Anderson 
in answer to 6 letter from the plaintiff's solicitors, told them that he had 
no bonds of the plaintiff in his possession, Th 


is was now admitted 
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to be a mistake. After the expiration of the sentence, the defendant 
Henry, who had in the meantime succeeded to the assistant commuissioner- 
ship, though Sir R. Anderson still remained administrator, refused to 
render an account to the plaintiff. Thereupon the writ in the present 
action was iseued. Afterwards the defendants took out a summons 
asking that the plaintiff should give of the property 
which he claimed, and that otherwise the action should be stayed. 
Backley, J., made an order to that effect, but his order was reversed 
by the Court of Appeal. The defendants then put in a defence in which 
they did not offer to account or pay anything. Afterwards the plaintiff 
obtained an order for particulars, which the defendants then furnished. 
On behalf of the plaintiff it was contended that the absolute power of sale 
contained in section 12 of the Act must be limited by confining it toa 
power of sale for the purpose of making the disbursements mentioned in 
the four succeeding sections. In any event the sale had not been made 
bond fide, for in the case of the jewellery there had been no exercise of dis- 
cretion at all, and in the case of the sale of the shares there was a clear 
lack of bona fides on the part of the persons who actually carried it out. 
For the defendants it was argued that the power of sale was unlimited, and 
that the defendants had bond fide exercised their discretion. It was also 
contended that section 20 of the Act gave the defendants a charge on the 
property for all the costs of the present action. 

Bucky, J., inthe course of his judgment, referred to sections 12 to 17 
of the Act, and said that it had been contended that the words in section 
17, “ for any of the purposes hereinbefore mentioned ”’ should be read as 
if they qualified the words *‘ all contracts of letting or sale . . . 
fide made by the said administrator for the purposes of this Act.’? He 
thought that it was not so, and that the section should be read as if it ran 
“ All contracts of sale shall be binding, and all payments made for any of 
the purposes hereinbefore mentioned shall be binding.’’ In considering 
the facts, all that had to be taken into account was whether the 
administrator had made a eale bond fide. With regard to the 
jewellery, the sale took place in the ordinary course of practice, which 
was that articles belonging to convicts were ordi sold if they 
were of small value. That was sufficient for the purpose of the 
Act of Parliament. The sale was made bond jide because that was a 
reasonable course of practice. With regard to the sale of the shares, he 
held that the defendant had personally exercised his discretion in the 
matter and had given the order to sell them; so far as he was concerned 
the sale was a sale on the Stock Exchange, it was a bond jide sale made by 
the administrator, and could not, therefore, be called in question by the 
convict. It had been argued by the defendants that section 20, which gave 
to an administrator the costs of any action brought against him with 
reference to the property of the convict was applicable. In his opinion 
that was not the case, but, in either event, the section gave him a 
discretion. In the present case the plaintiff would not have peen able to 
recover bis oy without binging an action, and he was justified in 
doing to. But inasmuch 4s the main question litigated was wnether the 
convict was entitled to damages for conversion, and it was held that he 
was not so entitled, justice would be done by giving no costs. —CovunssEL, 


Astbury, K.O., and M. R. Emanuel; Birrell, K.O0., and 7. 7. Methoid. |. 


Soticitors, Emanuel, Round, d Nathan; Wontner § Sons. 
[Reported by H. L. Onwrsron, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law ] 


Re STEEL. WAPPETT v. ROBINSON. Swinfen Eady, J. 5th Nov. 


Witt—Consraverion—* Faeesotp Lanp anp HxereprramMents ’?— 
Customary FRerHoLp. 


By her will dated the 22nd of September, 1899, Ann Steel, of the Town 
Head, Bolton, in the parish of Morland, in the county of Westmoreland, 
made the following devise: “I give and devise my freehold land and 
hereditaments at Morland Field, in the said parish of Morland, unto and 
to the use of Mrs. Ann Robinson, of Morland . . . and her heirs, but 
if the said Ann Robinson shal! die before me, I give and devise the said 
land and nereditaments unto the person or persons, and if more than one 
in the proportions and for the estate or estates and generally 
manner to whom end in and for which the same would have devolved 
if the said Ann Robinson had died immediately after me, and if her 
last will (if any) bad first taken effect.” Testatrix then devised the 
residue of her real and personal estate to the plaintiffs as trustees upon 
trusts for sale, the proceeds to be divided between several beneficiaries. 
The testatrix died on the 29th of January, 1902, and her will was proved 
on the let of March following. The testatrix was at the date of her 
and thenceforth until her death, entitled to four pieces of land at Mor! 
Field. Two of there pieces were of freehold tenure, and the other two were 
copyhold of the manor of Morland, of which the Dean and Ohapter of 
Oarliele were the iords, Testatrix derived the lands as heiress at law of her 
brother, William Steel, who died in 1886, seised in fee _— possession of 
the freehold pieces of land and in customary fee simple of the copyhold pieces 
of land of which he was tenant on the rolls of the said manor, Teatatnx 
bad never been admitted tenant of the copyhold pieces of land on the roll 
of Morland Manor. The four pieces of were at the date of the will 
and for many years previously in the a of the defendant, Mrs. 
Ann Robinson, the devisee in the will, and who then held and had 
many years held the same as the testatrix’s tenant at a yearly rent of £12. 
The said pieces of land all lie together in clore to another far 
held by ann Robinson: The question to be decided the court 
whether the specific devise in the will to the defendant Ann Robinson of 
the testatrix’s freehold land and hereditaments at Morland Field includ 
two copyhold flelas at Morland Field, and held by the Dean and Chapter 
Carlisle as lords of che Manor of Morland, to which theteatatrix was entitled 
as customary heiress of her late brother William steel, deceased, the tenant 
then on the roll of the said manor, but to which she had never been 





admitted tenant, and whether such hold fields passed to the plaintiffs 

under the devise to them of the 's residuary estate. 
Swinren Eapy, J.—It appears that the testatrix derived these closes of 

land as heiress on the death of her brother. The fields bave been let in 


Ecclesiastical Commissioners. 

ae nee pale er ee 
pence ear pay 

only heiress at law but 

herself 


in the locality. I am of opinion that 
hold lands she was not using the words in 
tenure, but she intended in fact thet theee lands in 
under the word freeholds. I therefore hold that both 

roperly called freehold as well as those 
Freehold, pass to the devisee.—CovunseL, 4. Whi ; Gatey. Soxicrrors, 
C. 8. Brayshaw, tor John Richardson, Appleby ; Harrison $ Powell, for Bell & 
Moordaf,, Appleby. 

[Reported by J. H. Davies, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]) 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


bond | In the Goods of CAPTAIN CELESTIN FRANCOIS JEAN TRANCHANT 


(PRESUMED DECEASED). Jeune, P. 3rd Nov. 
Prosate—Lzave to Swear Dears. 
This was a motion for leave to swear the death of 


foundered with all hands Captain 
value of £225, but it had not been ascertained whether the ship was insured 
or not. 

Jzunsz, P., gave leave to swear the death as having occurred on or since 
the 23rd of September, 1883.—CounseL, Barnard. Soxicrrons, Lumley ¢ 


(Reported by Gwrxwe Hart, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


EDMUNDSON (Appellant) ». LONGTON CORPORATION (Respondents). 
Div. Court, Sst Oct. 


Conrract—Gas Svuprirmp sy Avromatic Stor Mzsrer—Paruerr—Con- 
Tents oF Box ATracuHsp To Mzrer Ronsep—Consctmer Nor Lassie ro 
Pay Acarn. 


Case stated by justices for the borough of Longton, in the county of 
Stafford. The point of law raised was of 
is supplied through an automatic slot 
money stolen from the meter. The 
the Longton Gas Acts, 1866 to 1875, for 
due from him to the Corporation of 
The gas was supplied by means of an automatic slot meter 
property of the 


premises. The meter was 


quantity of gas passing through 
attached to the meter, mto 
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en ee ee = 
A, J. Ashton; Wills, Sorscrrons, Field, Roscoe, $ Co., for BE. A. Patterscn, 
Longton ; Sharpe, Parker, § Co., for G, C. Kent, Longton. 

[Reported by E. G. St1:twet, Esq , Barrister-at-Law.]| 


BULCOCK v. 8ST. ANNE’S MASTER BUILDERS’ FEDERATION AND 
OTHERS. Div. Court 4th Nov. 


Action, Cause or-Whroncrutty anp Matictovsty Procurinc THE 
Puarntirr’s Discoance—No Evipencr or Breach or ConTRACT BY THE 
Emrtoyer —Trapr Union. 

Appeal 1 the plaintiff from a ruling of his Honour Judge Coventry, 
sitting at the Blackpool County Court, who had held that there was no 
evidence to support the plaintiff’s case. The action was brought by a 
joiner, who was a member of the Amalgamated Society of Carpenters and 
Joiners, against the defendant federation and three of its officials for 
wrongfully and maliciously procuring the plaintiff’s discharge from his 
employment. The plaintiff had obtained employment in 1899 at St. 
Anne’s, and he became secretary of the local branch of the Amalgamated 
Society of Carpenters and Joiuers. The St. Aune’s Master Buiiders’ 
Federation was closely allied with that of Blackpool, and had adopted its 
rules In June, 1900, the masters at Blackpool gave notice of a reduction 
of wages. The St Anne’s Federation also gave six months’ notice of a 
reduction of wages to 8d. an hour. At the close of the six months there 
was a strike or lock-out, the plaintiff being one of the strikers or men 
locked out. In July, 1901, the plaintiff obtained work at Lytham with 
Me-srs. Thompson & Brierley at the old rate of 84d. an hour, and continued 
in their employment until September, 1901. The plaintiff's case was that, 
acting through their county association, by means of a resolution, letters 
and threatened enforcement of rules, the defendants brought pressure to 
bear upon Messrs. Thompron & Brierley, with the result that they caused 
that firm to pay him up and discharge him. One of the rules of the 
federation was that in every case of dispute no member should employ avy 
workman who was on strike or locked out from the workshop of another 
member. Another rule provided that members should not supply 
materials or Jabour to any person who, by his action, was rendering bimeelf 
obnoxious to the federation. The plaintiff’s case was that the conduct of 
the defendants was an actionable wrong for which he could recover 

. The county court judge having ruled otherwise, the plaintiff 
- On his behalf it was submitted that the right of action did 
not depend on there being a breach of contract by the employer, and Quinn 

v. Leathem (1901, A. C. 495) was relied on. Without calling on counsel 

for the respondents, 

Tux Covrr (Lord Atverstonz, OJ., and Wiis and Cxannett, JJ.) 
held, dismissing the appeal, that the decision of the county court judge was 
right, as there was no evidence of any actionable wrong upon which he 
—* to have entéred judgment for the défendants. The evidence relied 
on by the plaintiff fell short of anything that had been held sufficient for a 
ground of action in the cases cited to the court during argument. Here 
there was no breach of contract by the employer. All that the defendants 
had done, they had done with a view of protecting their own interest and 
not for the purpose of injuring the plaintiff or others —Oounszt, C. A. 
Russell, K O. and F. H. Mellor ; E. C. C. Frith. Soxscrrors, Busk, Mellor, 
$ Norris, for C. W. Callis, Blackpool ; Rawsthorn, Ambler, § Booth, Preston. 

[Reported by Ensxinz Rep, Esq,, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TROMANS (Appellant) v. HODKINSON (Respondent). Div. Court. 
3rd Nov. 





Gaminc—Booxmaker Frequentinc Bar or Pusiic-House ror Purpose 
or Carryinc on His Bustness—Bzrrmxc Hovses Act, 1853 (16 & 17 
Vier. c. 119), s. 3. y 
This was a care stated by the justices of Old Hill, Staffordshire. The 

question raised for the opinion of the court was whether a bookmaker who 

daily —— a public-house and there carried on his business could be 
convicted under the Betting Houses Act, 1853. as a person using the public- 
house for betting. The following facts appeared from the stated case: 

Informations were preferred by the respondent against the appellant and 

his clerk for using the Railway Inn, Cradley Heath, for the purpose of 

betting with persons resorting thereto, contrary to section 3 of the 

Betting Houses Act, 1853. There were also informations agaiost Thomas 

Scriven for permitting the inn to be used for betting. The magietrates con- 

victed and fined the appellant and Scriven £100 each and the clerk £25. 

Scriven was the licensed occupier of the inn, the appellant was 9 book- 

moeker, and Insull was a clerk employed by the appellant. The appellant 

was in the habit of frequenting the inn for the purpose of there carrying 
on, and he carried on in the bar, a betting business with pereons resorting 
thereto, the carrying on of which was known to such persons and was 
known to and pursued under some arrangement or understanding come to 
with Scriven. At the hearing no evidence was given that the a ant 
when at the inn obtained refreshments or used the houte for that 
Ve mal the a customer thereof, nor did it appear that the appellant 
any interest in the tenancy or the business of the inn, or that in the 
betting business he occupied any specific part of the bar. Section 3 of 

Betting Houses Act, 1853, enacts that “‘any person who, being the owner 

or cccupier of any office, house, room, or other place, or a person using the 

same, open, keep, or use the same” for the purpose of betting with 
persons resorting thereto shall be liable toa penalty. For the appellant 
i¢ was now contended that there was no evidence or finding which 
brought him within the scope of the Betting Act, 1853, as he was neither 
tne owner and occupier nor in sole and exclusive control and on of 


the place: Powell v. Kempton Park Racecourse Oo. (47 W. R. 585; 1899, 
A. C. 143, vide pp. 158and 161). Belton v. Busby (47 W. R. 636; 1899, 2 
Q. B. 380) was not 
Tur Oovar (Lor 
dismissed the appeal. 


law. 
Auverstonz, O.J., and Wiis and Quanneiu, JJ.) 
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Lord Atvzrstonz, 0.J., in delivering judgment, said: It was admitted 
that the bar of the public-house was a place within the meaning of the 
Act, but it was contended that, because it was not shewn that there 
was a distinct licence from the iandlord, the appellant ought not to be 
convicted, as it was not shewn that he had apy interest in the house, 
The case came within the rule that if a man was found uring a place 
within the peng | of the Act for the purpose of carrying on his trade 
the case was not within the rule laid down in the Kempton Park case. The 
appellant was in the habit of frequenting the inn for the purpose of 
carrying on, and carried on in the bar, a betting business with persons 
resorting thereto, and carried it on under some arrangement with the 
lanlord In his (the learned judge’s) opinion there had been a breach of 
the statute. The decision in Belton v. Busby was upon similar facts, and 
was an authority that this was the proper rule on such facts. That was 
decided after the Kempton Park case, acd he agreed with it. ‘The fact that 
those betting in the bar took no refreshment was by no means a cardinal 
fact in the case. They had used it asa betting office, which was the test 
laid down in the Kempton Park case. 

Wits and Cuannett, JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed.—Counsrt, G. H. Stutfield ; W. Shakespeare. So.icrToxs, 
Judge § Priestley, tor P. Baker, Birmingham ; Wainwright § Co. 

[Reported by E. G. Sriiuwxia, Esq., Barrister-at-Law } 
GUARDIANS OF PLYMOUTH », GIBBS. Div. Court. 30th Oct. 


Poor Law—Bastarpy—Liasiuiry or Puratrve Farner arrer Marniacs 
or Morngr—Bastarpy Laws AMENDMENT Act (36 Vicr. c. 9), 8. 5. 


Case stated by magistrates. This was an appeal by the guardians of 
Plymouth against the refusal by the magistrates to order the respondent 
the putative father of an illegitimate child, to contribute towards its main- 
tenance. The following facts appeared from the special case : The mother 
of the child had, since its birth, married one George Payne, a stableman, 
bat the child was sent to her mother, who was unable to maintain it, 
and it was then sent to the appellants’ workhouse, where it still remains. 
The husband of the mother was able to maintain the child, but refused 
to do so. The guardians took proceedings against the respondent 
under 36 Vict. c. 9,8. 5, which provides that ‘‘ where a bastard child 
becomes toa union or parish the guardians may apply to two 
justices having juriediction in the union or parish, in petty sessions, and 
thereupon such justices may summon the man alleged to be the father of 
the child to shew cause why an order should not be made upon him to 
contribute to the relief of the child.”” Proof having been given that 
the respondent was the father of the child, the justices refused to make 
any order, on the “om that the respondent could not be made liable, 
as the mother’s husband was in a position to support it. For the 
appellants it was contended that the section should be read in its natural 
sense, and that, as the child had in fact become chargeable, an crder could 
be made against the —— independently of the liability of the 
mother’s husband. For respondent it was contended that as by law 
a man who married a woman with illegitimate children was liable to main- 
tain them no order could be made upon the putative father while the 
mother’s husband was in a position to support them. The following 
cases were cited in the course of the argument: Stacey v. Lintell (27 W. R. 
551, 4 Q. B D. 291), Hardy v. Atherton (29 W. R. 488, 7 Q. B. D. 264), 
Davies v. Evans (30 W. BR. 548, 9 Q. B. D. 238), Jones v. Davies (49 W. R. 
136 ; 1901, 1 K. B. 118). 

Tue Cover (Lord Atvgrstonz, O.J., and Witts and CHAnngELL, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstong, O.J.—In this case I think we have to examine the 
language of the section, and then see if there is anything to prevent our 
giving effect to its plain meaning. Up to the time of the passing of 35 & 
36 Vict. c. 65 there was no power given to the guardians to obtain an 
order against the putative father. 36 Vict. c. 9, s. 5, is practically 
identical with the previous section. It is contended that because the 
busband of the mother is able to maintain the child the liability of the 
father must be limited to cases where the husband was not sc able, 
To adopt that view you would have to read the word chergeable as meaning 
ultimately chargeable. If that had been intended other language would 
have been employed. The Act of 1872 was passed with full knowledge 
of the husband's liability, and the words of the section ought to be taken 
in their natural sense as meanivg chargeable in fact. The case must go 
back to the justices with an intimation that they had power to make an 
order st the —— though they should consider the fact that 
the husband was able to support the child.—UowunsgL, Hawke ; Gorden, 
Soricrrors, Law ¢ Worssam, for W. Adams, Plymouth ; Crowder § Vizard, 
for Pearce Beck, Plymouth. 

[Reported by C. G. Witpranam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THOMAS v. PRITCHARD. “Div. Court. 30th Oct. 


Practice—Oosts—Powzr to Gsaant To Crowm IN SuMMARY JURISDICTION 
Proceepincs—11 & 12 Vicr. c. 43, s. 18—42 & 43 Vicr. c. 49, s. 53. 


Oase stated by the stipendiary magistrate of Cardiff. This case raised 
the question as to whether costs can be awarded to and against the Crown 
under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts. The following facts appeared 
from the special case: On the 15th of January, 1902, the respondent was 
convicted of an offence against the Excise laws, and was fined £5, but the 

e refused to award costs on the ground that he had no power 
todo so, and gave the following reasons—(l1) The Finance Act, which 
created this offence, made no mention of costs; (2) thatsection 53 of the 
Act of 1879 only deals with matters of precedure ; (3) that section 18 of the 
ae Act, 1848, does not provide for the payment of costs 
to the ; (4) that the general rule that the Crown neither pays nor 
receives costs could only be overridden by express words. Oo referred 
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to R. v. Beadle. (7 E & B 492). For the Crown it was contended that the case | Oronipton, William Wilson Moore, Gerald Francis Hamilton 
was governed by section 53 of the Act of 1879, (42 & 43 Vict. c. 49 which | Orook, James Arthur Morgan, Evan David 
provided the provisions of the Summary Jurisdiction Acts should to | Orowte, Frederick Morgan, Owen 

ations under the Excise Acts. By the Summary Juri Act | Crowther, Harold Webster —— 
848 (11 & 12 Vict. c 43) s. 18, power was given to the justices to award | Dadd, Ralph Myers, Moss 
costs but by section 35 of that Act prosecutions under the excise laws were Halsted Nelson, Robert Francis Wayte 
excluded from its operations ere were therefore express words | Davis, Charles Augustus Nottidge, Thomas 
applying the Summary Jurisdiction Acts to excise cases, The case was | Dennys, Henry Lardner Okell, George Harold 
governed by Moore v. Smith, (1 KE, & E.597). For the respondent it was | Dewhurst, John Birley Oliver, John Bate 
admitted that the case turned on the construction of section 53 | Dixon, Owen, Roland H 
of the Act of 1879, but it was contended on his behalf that | Dodds, Robert Oarr Parker, Reginald Mitward Jason 
the words of that section only related to procedure, and did not affect the | Ealand, Arthur Noel Frederick Gordon 
general principle that the Crown must expressly named in order to | Enright, Robert Alfred Pawlyn, James Hawkins 
affect it. All that the Act did was to put the Orown under the general | Fortey, Percy Harold P Francis Gedge 
law. Foskett, Bartholomew Platts, Walter Leslie 
Tue Oovrr (Lord Atverstone, O.J., and Wits and Cuannau, JJ.) | Gartside, Arthure Poole, Walter Edward 
allowed the appeal. Griffith, Hallam Gwilym Hebditch Proctor, Edward Garraway Cope 
Lord Atverstone, 0.J.—Itisaclear rule of law thatthe Crown is not bound | Guillaume, John F wlinson, David 
by an Act of Parliament unless it is express]y named, or words of clear im- | Harding, Uecil Sutton Montis Rees, David Kenvyn 


plication are used. In R. v. Beadle the court held that the words of 18 & 
19 Vict. c. 90, s. 1, were not sufficient to bind the Crown. and that an 
order for coats against them could not be supported. In Moore v. Smith it 
came to the opposite conclusion, and held that the words of 12 & 13 
Vict. c. 45, 8. 5, implied that the Crown might be a party, and that, 
therefore, the provisions of that Act as to costs bound the Crown. Then 
came the Act of 1879. By the 50th section of that Act the Summary Juris- 
diction Acts are made to apply to all summary informations, and by section 53 
ceftain special exemptions, including the exemption of prosecutions under 
the Excise Acts (11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, s. 18), are abolished. The Crown 
is mentioned in express terms, and in order to succeed the respondent 
has to contend that the provisions of the Summary Jurisdiction Acts as 
to costs do not apply to the Crown. I think it was intended under the 
Act of 1879 that the Urown should get costs. This case shews the absolute 
necessity of legislation on the subject. Oase remitted.—OounseL, Carson, 
8 G., and Rowlatt ; Holman Gregory. Soxtcrrons, Solicitor to the Treasury ; 
Riddell § Co., for Lewis, Morgan, § Box, Cardiff. 
[Reported by C. G. Wruszanam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


New Orders, &c. 


Transfer of Action. 
Orper or Court. 


Tuesday, the 21st day of October, 1902. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Harl of Halsbury, Lord Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice 


Buckley. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Joyce (1902—R.—No. 1,146). 


In the Matter of R. Gancia & Company Limited, William Pohlman v. 
R. Gancia & Company Limited. Haxzssvry, O. 











Law Societies. 


United Law Society. 


Nov. 3.—The chair was taken by Mr. O. H. Kirby.—Four new members 
were elected and three nominated. The subject of debate was ‘‘ That 
Krell v. Henry was wrongly decided.’’ ‘This is the action, decided by Mr. 
Justice Darling, brought to recover the balance of the purchase-money agreed 
to be paid for Coronation seats, when judgment — for the defendant 
on the claim and counterclaim. Mr. H. B. D. Woodcock was the pro- 
poser, and Mr. N. Tebbutt the opposer. ‘The 3 were Messrs. P. 
Aylen, T. Ottaway, J. H. Sturgess, R. W. Atkins, and W. J. Wylie. 
The motion was lost. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Incorporated Law Society. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION, 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 

successful A e Preliminary Examination held on the 15th and 16th 
4 : 
Allan, Alexander Wares Buss, Benjamin 
Armfield, Albert Ashby Channer, George Ralph 
Ashford, Harold Brook Clark, rge 
Beor, Guy White Cleaver, Harry 
at Edwin Dennis — Pugh 
ey, Edgar Authur Coles, Royes Stanley 

Brander, James Mewdesley Colson, Arthur 
Bright, Archibald Viccars Cooke, Vernon Willoughby 
Bught, Arthur Kingsley rin Openshaw 
Bubb, Arthur Seymour Neale Orawley, Timothy James 





Hempson, Ernest John 

Hickey, Johu Edward Sheridan 
Hobbs, Victor William John 
Holmes, Oarleton Colquhoun 
Holt, John Stanley 

Howard, Guy Robert 


Roberts-Jones, Morley 
Robmeon, George 
Robinson, Norman Huntly 
Seager, Charles Browett 


Hunt, Arthur Ernest Sherry, Blake Gordon 
Johnson, William Burgess Smerdon, 

Johnston, Robert Vizer Lukin Smith, Edgar 

Jones, Edward Smith, Frederick Norman 
Kent, Stanley Hamilton 
Knoyle, William Stanley, Eric Howard 


Martin 
Kynoch, William Ewart Gladstone Symes, James Graham 
Lauder, ‘Albert Edward 8, David Morgan 
Launder, William Gordon Thomas, Gilbert David Edgar 
Ashley Thorpe, Henry 


ior Hen? Timperley, P 

? » + ercy 

Low, William Robertson Tippetts, Ihomas Charles Durand 
Lunt, Arthur Gozbutt Tomli Clarence Samuel 
Lyles, William . Wadsworth, Robert = 

Lynn, Richard Wardle Wall, Geoffrey Cresswell 
‘Makinson, Joseph Crowther Wells, John Duncan 

Maw, George Wilson, Leslie’ Oharles Lea 
Millichip, Arthur Albert Wood, Alfred 

Milligan, Cecil Yorke, Bertram Reginald 


Council of Legal Education. 


The following are the awards of the Council the recent Michaelmas 
Examination held in Gray’s-inn-hall, on the 14th, 15th, 16th, and 17th 
ult. LI. means Lincoin’s-inn, L.T. Inner Temple, M:T. Middle Temple, 
and G.I. Gray’s-inn :-— : 


(In order of merit.) 
A. M. Wilshere, G.I., B. Jacobs, I.T., certificates of honour: 
Cuass II. 

H. T. Baker, L.T.; N. H. Baynes, L.I.; C. H. E. Bretherton, G.I. ; 
. 8. Oameron. M.T,.; G. H. Cohen, I.T.; Kaikobad B. Dastur, G. 
H. B. Fletcher, 1.T.; H. Freeman, L.1.; H. W. Goldberg, I. 
apt, L.I.; J. M. Holms, LT.; J. L. Keogh, G.L.; W. 

.T.; R. J. Nanco, G.I.; F. H. Ni L®.: 0. V. 
G. —¢ ae »1.T.; E. O. Simpson, M.T.; P. F. Smith, LT. ; 


Oxass ITI. 

J. O. Adams, I.T.; J. B. Aspinall, M.T.; V. F. Bertie, L.T. ; 8. Birch, 

‘Gary. Weigh M.T.; 0. L. Burrows, L.I.; R. G. N. Combe, 
. . 8 
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L.T. ; E. W. Martindell, L.I.; P. E. W. Moore, M.T.; J. F. More, L I. ; 
F. A. V. Morse, M.T.; 3. 8. Mukerji, G.I.; D. K. Mullick, G.l.; M. 
ese tee ek eer yy Bag 4 8 Rod: .8) b 
Rorich, *3 Samad, > Sawhny, “3 ; 
K. M. Singh, M.T.; T. Smith, L.T.; P. N. Sutherland-Greme, LI. ; 
A. BR. Taylour, L.I.; A. A. Thomas, I.T.; F. H. B. Tyabji, M.T.; J. P. 
Valetta, [.T.; M. MH. Visram, L.I.; G. Wille, M.T. 

The number was SL, 

Three candidates were postponed until the examination, 1903. 

Roman Law. 
: Crass I, 


ToS Dry oat) 5 ooeh ee 
H sues T.3 — oor 34 
Porter, M-T.; H. F. Ribeiro, LI. ; J. B. Tetley, G.I.; V. P. Vaidya, 
M.T.; A. 8. Ward, LT. ; M. H. Whitley, LT. ; 
Cuass III, 
8. 8. Ahmad, G. I.; B.A. 0. B, Baker, G.I.; H. B. 8. Banning, LT. 


A. Willee, LI. 
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I.T.; F. Brocklehurst, L.I ; H. J. Brough, M.T.; D. M. 
— L.I.; O. N. Cama, G.I.; J. M. K. 
M.T.; D. L. Cohen, LT.; L. J. 
se ae » eA 


ees 


5 


h, L.T. 
L.T.; 8. Ramdas, M.T.; D. Rees, IT.; 
Saldanha, L.I.; R. B. Sanderson, LT. ; 
I. x . Simner, LI.; E. O. Simpson, M.T. ; 
> Eokes ee es , M.T.; E. G. Wells, LT; J. B. 
hton, I.T. ; 8S. M. Zarif, G.I. 
The number examined was 102, of whom sixty-seven passed. 
Eight candidates were postponed until the Easter Examination, 1903. 


Constrrutionat Law anp Lzcat History. 
Crass I, 
B. Jacobs, I.T.; R. G. L. Leonard, G.I. 
Crass II. 


P. D. Botterill, I.T.; A. F. Oorbett, I.T.; B. R. 
H. E. Fass, IT.; J. W. Finn, M.T. ; J. C. Gwynn 
L.L; A. R. Kennedy, L.L; A. BE. Lopez, M.T.; N. 
G.L ; F. B. Merriman, ].T.; A. W. R. Roberts, LT. ; 
M.T.; Tha Hnyin, L.1. 
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M. Darwin, LT. ; 
5 Aokes Wee ° 
L. 
A 


C. 
. M. H. Scott, 


Crass ITT. 


8. 8S. Abmad, G.L; R. H. M. B. Atkinson, M.T. ; P. H. A Baerlein, 
M.T ; L. H. Barnes, L.T. ; F. C. A. Barrett-Lennard, L.I.; N. H. Baynes, 
LL. ; H. W. Beveridge, 1T.; A. K. Bose, LI.; X. J. P. Brown, LT. ; 


ot ae - Deen, L.T.; G. L. A. Dod 
W. P. Donald, G.L; M. N. Drucquer, MT.; O. F. da Croz, M.T.; 
BR. E. A. Dudman, G L.; T. M. Evans, L.T.; G. M. Gathorne-Bardy, LT. ; 
J. C. C. Gatley, LT.; J. R. M. Glencross, L.I ; E. H. L. Hadfield, L.I. ; 
D. , M.T.; H. H. Harding, G.I; O. Hartree, L.I ; J. H. Helm, 
LT. ; W. E. B. Henderson, M.T. ; G. H. Higgins, I.T. ; R. F. Honter, G.I. ; 
Abou-el-Magd Ibrahim, L.T. ; M. M. Imam, M.T.; 8. F. Isitt, M. T.; E. 
Jacomb, LT.; P. R. Johnson, 1.T.; F Kershaw, L.T.; Kazi A. 8. Khan, 
LT.; H. L. Kidd, M.T.; 8. H. Lamb, M.T.; R. M. U. Munro, LT. ; 
J. E. O’Connor, M.T.; E. J. Parry, G.L; D. V. Pereira, G.I. ; W. Pitt- 
man, M.T.; Mohammed Said, M.T.; R 8S. Segar, M.T.; P. K. Sen, G.L ; 
Cc. E. Seton, LL; P. R. O. A. Simner, LI.; E. O. Simpson, M.T.; 
NH. Smith-Carington, LT.; T. 8. Stephens, L.I.; W. B. Thomson, 
M.T.; O. W. Verner, LL; A. 8. Ward, I.T.; a. B. Whitfield, M.T. ; 
x. Whitley, LT.; J. H. Whitworth, LT.; F. Wing, LT.; W. J. 
Wynn, M.T.; T D. Zal, MT. 

The number examined was 121, of whom 79 passed. 

Four candidates were ed until the Easter examination, 1903. 

The special prize was not awarded. 

Evrpexce, Procepcrz, anp Crrurmat Law. 
Crass I. 

A. Andrewes-Uthwatt, G.I. ; R. Burrows, I.T.; E. St. 
G.L; G. H. Higgins, I.T.; BR. G. L. Leonard, G.I.; A. E. Lopez, 
W. H. Moonan, M.T.; P. W. Pegg, M.T.; E. O. Simpsen, 
J. H. C. Sproule, M.T.; F, C. Watmough, M.T.; G. Wille, M.T. 

Crass II. 

G. K. K. Aga, 1.T. ; C. G. Alabaster, I.T. ; N. Anderson, I.T. ; 
Berkeley, M T.; E, C. Bargis, G.I.; N. G. Obryseafinis, M.T. ; 
Costello, L.T.; T. Cuthberteon, jun., L.T.; F. B. Elliott, I.T. 
Harris, G.I.; Mirza Hyder-Beg, L L. ; B. Jacobs, .; T. Landers, 
J. 8. Lowe, M-T.; F. B Merriman, LT. ; 8. D. Mohammad, L.I.; R. 
Segar, M.T.; J. M. Shillington, LT.; P. RB. . Simner, L.I.; OC. 
“mith, LT.; P. F. Smith, LT.; H. O. .T.; O. H. Thorpe, 


pi A 
Crass III. 
E. 8. Andrew, L.I.; Syed A. Azhar, 
Both. L.L ; E. A. Bridge, L.I.; V. J. 
4nésé Chéron, L.L.; G. 8. Churchill, 
Dickinson, L.1.; G. 


Wabid, LI; A. $ 

6. BE. Williams, LT; V. B. , LT. ; 

The number examined was 121, of whom 

The special , 

Procedure, and Criminal Law was awarded to A. Andrewes-Uthwatt 


15 
‘our candidates were postponed until Facter examination, 1903, and 
, De 


’ 
, 


one until the Trinity examination, 1907 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery. — Nov. 4. — Ohairman, Mr, 
Alfred Dods.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this house regrets 
the decision of the House of Lords in the case of Neale v. Gordon-Lennoz 
(H. L. (E.), 1902, W. N. 156).”” Mr. P. A. Koppel opened in the 
affirmative; Mr. Harnett seconded in the affirmative. Mr. R. A. Stevens 


opened in the negative; Mr. T. S. Cragoe seconded in the negative. The 


following members also spoke: Messrs. Hamilton Fox, Basil Watson, 
Bernstein, Pleadwell, Harold Pollock, G. A. Alexander, Weller, and 
Barrett. Mr. Koppel replied. The motion was lost by nine votes. 


Breuincuam Law Srvupents’ Socrery.— Nov. 4.— The chair was 
taken by Mr. Robert E. Noble, barrister-at-lew.—A discussion took 
place upon the following moot point—viz.: ‘‘ That the decision in Bynve 
v. Bank of England was wrong.”” The speakers in the affirmative were 
Mesers. W. H. Coley, E. R. M. Parr, E. Woodward, and T. F. Duggan 
(hon. mem.); andin the negative Mesers. A. G. Mattey, F. Foulston, 
J. F. E. Hallwright, E. A. B. Cox, and 8. J. Grey. After the openers on 
either side had 5 the chairman summed uP, and on the vote being 
taken a win ted in favour of the negative by a majority of five. A 
— vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding brought the meeting 
to a close. 








The Northamptonshire County 
Council and the Land Transfer Acts. 


Ara meeting of the Northamptonshire County Oounci!l, held on the 23rd 
ult., at which there was a large attendance, including the Duke of Grafton, 

Earl Spencer, and Lord Erskive, the question of the application of the com- 
pulsory provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, was discussed. The 
committee on the Acts reported that it had been resolved, by way of 
amendment: “ That, in view of the wide difference of opinion existing as 
to the operation and effect of the Land Transfer Act, the committee recom- 
mend the council to defer taking action until the operation of the Act has 
been tested by further experience.”” Accompanying this report was the 
dra{t report of Mr. 8. G. Stopford Sackville (the chairman of the council), 
a report, however, which his committee declined to accept, strongly urging 
the adoption of the compulsory provisions. ‘The Committee further 
reported that they had had the advantage of an interview with the Registrar 
of the Land Registry, and were satistied that the Acts were administered 
with the requisite skill and discretion. 

‘ On this report the deputy clerk read a letter from the town clerk for 
the borough of Northampton. Mr. Hankinson expressed the hope that 
the County Council would not commit itself to the adoption of the 
principles of the Land Transfer Act until further inquiry bad been made 
and ex as to the working of the Act in London, in regard 
to which, he ved, the Government promised a full and public inquiry 
before further extension of the area was made. 

Mr. Frank Hill, the manager of the Northampton Branch of the London, 
City and Midland Bank (Limited), forwarded a petition, signed by the 
representatives of the various banks in the county. The petition was to 
the effect that the bank representatives viewed with grave apprehension 
the possibility of the compulsory clauses of the Land Transfer Act 
being adopted by the council. They considered that there had 
riot been sufficient experience of the working of the Act to justify 
ite — without further inquizy, and they believed that the 
result of registration under the Act would be to increase expense and delay 
in all dealings with land and ‘real property. 

Mr.Gotch moved the reception of the report. Mr. Manfield seconded, 
and the report was received. 

In proposing ‘he resolution in the report, Mr. Gotch said that the idea 
of the easy transfer of land was e gly attractive, but he found on 
inquiry that the matter was not as simple as it at first appeared. The 
persons who were most able to judge of the merits of the matter were 
solicitors, bankers, and building societies. The Incorporated Law Society 
were completely and absolutely opposed to the extension of the 1897 Act 
without further inquiry. The petition which had just been read showed 
the opinion of bankers, for the petition represented the whole 
of the banks in the county, and moreover was signed by general 


of two banks having numerous branches in London. - 


The Building Societies’ Association Report in 1901 said that the 
operation of the Act in London had caused considerable delay and in- 
crease in the costs of mortgages. He knew of no single voice in favour of 
the Act except it was directly or indirectly the voice of officials concerned 
with the working of the Act. ——- it might be advantageous in 
regard to large estates and simple titles, in most cases he was confident it 
would mean delay and additional expense. * 

Me. Abbott said it would be a very bad day’s work for the county if the 
gister were made ve had built about 230 houses at an 
expenditure of about £80,000. Of that £10,000 was on land under a land 
register ; and he could say that in dealing with that £10,000 worth, where 
he would have paid £10 under the ordinary transfer of laud he had to pay 
£20 in respect to land registry dealings. He knew the land registry under 

which he was not the ent one—{t was called 
new Act had been purged of some of the bad 
many of them remained. He referred to the 
on building society members. He should 
ation on the subject: it it was a good thing, it would 
not know why Northamptonshire should be a pioneer in 

county had yet adopted the Act, 
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Mr. F. Ballard said that the adoption of the Act would have an | c*rried through in many countries with the greatest facility and 
undesired effect in Kettering. He had been in communication with the expedition and economy. If that was the case in foreign —— 
irman, Mr gecretary of the London Permanent Building Society as to the working of he was at a loss to understand why an analogous system 
oure regrets the Act in London, and the secretary of that society said that the Act was | not be adopted here. It was not an untried system, but legislation 
‘ordon= Lennox cambersome in its working, while it increased the of land transfer. — eae Ayn be the Statate Berge for the last five years. The evils of 
ened in the Lord Spencer said that he differed very much indeed from the remarks : “ — * ae first, there —* no security om fraud, 
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which had been made by Mr. Gotch and others. He had always felt very 
strongly on the question of the cheap transfer of land, and he wished to 
see it established not only for large pro but especially for small 
properties. He wished to see it for building societies, and he entirely 
endorsed what Mr. Abbott had said as to the importance such societies 
occupied. He valued extremely the work those societies did in enabling 
working men to have houses of their own, and to be in the position of 
proprietors in the country. He wished to extend to them, with larger 
proprietors, every facility which existed of dealing with their land and 
even getting advances on their land if necessary. He had had some 
opportunity during his life of seeing how land transfer was worked in 
ocher countries, and he hoped we were now getting out of the prejudices 
which, he feared, surrounded us, to much in his youth, in 
thinking every Englich institution superior to evefy foreign one. We 
could learn a great deal from what was done in other countries, 
and even we could learn from our own colonies. A good many years 
ago, when he epent a winter in the French dominion, in Algeria, he took 
pains to make himeelf conversant of the regulations with regard to land 
transfer there, and he came to the conclusion that the simplicity and 
economy and security which the French system gave was and 
that we ought, if possible, to have something in the same way. He had 
recently had some experience of the working of a foreign system of land 
transfer. He had a little land in Northamptonshire and in otber parts of 
England, but perhaps members of the council were not aware that he was 
a proprietor in Germany. Last year he had to deal with a very small plot 
of land—only amounting to about a quarter of an acre—in regard to a 
church in a place which he frequented in the summer in Germany. 
Having had a fund placed in his hand, he purchased a small piece of 
land around the church and the land was put in his name. He 
went through all the processes of beco a@ proprietor in 
Germany, and it was one of the simplest operations possible. When 
he proceeded this year to transfer ‘the land to the Church Society, 
if it had not been for a mistake owing to the Church Society giving him a 
wrong name, he would have effected the transfer at a small charge indeed 
He went before the Burgomaster, and the whole cost of the tranfer only 
came to 13s. He maintained that we ought to do something of that sort 
in England. Mr. Gotch had quoted the opinion of solicitors and bankers 
with regard to the matter. He had great respect for solicitors, and no 
doubt solicitors had practical experience in the working of land transfer, 
but he could not follow Mr. Gotch in tolerating the views of solicitors in 
the matter. He did not blame solicitors for being prejudiced to the system 
to which they were accustomed. He could quite understand solicitors, 
but he would put against that the opinion of great lawyers 
and great jurists of the country, whore names would go down 
to posterity, Lord Westbury, Lord Oairns, Lord Selborne, Lord 
Herschell, the present Lord Ohief Justice, Lord James, every one 
of those had worked all their lives in favour of the system. He 
had endeavoured, as far as he could, to read what there was on the 
matter, but he had not read the report of the Incorporated Law Society, 
which represented the solicitors of the country. He had read the report 
from the Land Registry as to the working of the Actin London. London 
was the se | place by the Act where it was put in force. London was the 
most complicated area, perhaps, in the kingdom, for it was broken up 
into every kind and size. The Act had worked for nearly three years, 
and the report made to the Houses of Parliament did not give the bad 
account of the working of the Act which had been put before the council 
It was surprising to him to find the enormous value of the property which 
had been brought under the registry, £24,907,643 being the aggregate 
value of the transactions during three years. He could not find that there 
was the delay which had been spoken of. Thirty-eight per cent. 


Under the new system of registration aud title such frauds, he believed, 
would be absolutely impossible, and that surely was a great argument in 
ea edna af tie pe ip By way cial Ghee: ae aie 
and owners upperm 
themselves to be fettered and a — of 


the new system. 
Mr. Jackson said that the only evidence in favour of the Act came from 
th and their evidence must be taken 


two hours, the chairman put the 








The Borough of Kendal and Mr. 


Pennington. 


On the 30th ult there was a large assembly at Kendal Town Hall to 

witness the ceremony of the conferring of the honorary freedom of the 

borough of Kendal on Mr. Richard Pennington, solicitor, a native of the 

town. The Mayor (Mr. G. Gilkes) presided, and on his right sat the guest 
Pennington accom him. 


Council, adopted on the 28th of October, that the honorary freedom of the 
borough he conferred upon Mr. Pennington. The Mayor then 
asked Mr. Pennington if he was py leet oe the 
freedom, in reply to which that gen m signified 
doing, and signed the roll. 

Mr, Gray Hill said it was with the utmost satisfaction that he was 
present on this interesting occasion, as vice- t of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, and he much i 


was unable to be present. —— he wes @ voyage to 
ong, Hg the present moment, could not be with 


resident, reaching the point ble for a member 
Fesaion to reach, in 1892- “ Poem 10e2 0 1908 be wes 
most important of their committees—the finance and general purposes 


of the cases were dealt with in less than a week, and involved not | oommittee, and so well did he administer the finances of the society 
more than one attendance at the office. A great deal depended on where | that in 1891 he succeeded in entirely getting rid of a large 
the Court of stry was, and he hoped that it the Act was adopted they | mortgage debt for which the society had previously beea 
would have the Court of Registry in Northampton. liable. He remained chairman of that committee for nearly twenty 
Mr. Pell supported the report. They could not convert the land of years, and n the demands which the position 
England into a chattel: the land of England could not be dealt with as | nade upon his time, he was BF «A his other duties as a member 
one could deal with a chair or table. of the Council, and no member of that body had a better record of services 
Mr. Atkinson said that the fees for the land registry were not rendered, so much so that when he relinguished the position the members 
and moreover they were purely tentative. There was no reason Why | pesented him with a very handsome piece of in token of their 
they should not decrease almost to vanishivg point. D twenty-five tion of his services. to that teat as representing 
cars’ experience of deeds registry in Yorkshire he had never heard of the | the society to which Mr. belonged, he could that no one 
being objected to. He quoted a case in which a solicitor’s bill for | was more eminent among them than Mr. Pennington himself, and no one 
£15 15e, would under land registry have been only about 10s, 6d. had won more largely the respect and esteem of his 
Mr. Smith, in regard to the question of errors in the register, said that | The Mayor then called the Chairman of the Westmorland Law 
when the Ie was opened in London a sinking fund was established, but | society to address the 4 
et ne properties going through the registry that fund had not once . Bolton (Town he was thankful for being to 
upon, speak on this occasion, for his regard for Mr. Pennington 
Mr. Judge did not think that the view of the chairman had been shaken | and because he spoke for the Wi Law Society. Many solicitors, 


by anything that they had heard. The proposal of the chairman was 
really a matter of progress. 

The Obairman said he did not agree with Mr. Abbott that the council 
should not be a pioneer, and that it should be content to follow in the 
— of the ——— Our 22 had been * on this 7—_ 

years past, and Austria-Hup and Germany @ system 
registration for years past. — had taken the trouble to look at 


the rep rt made in regard to the foreiga systems would seo that the very 
small transactions to. which Mr. Abbott had oalled attention were 
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and hed been ably carried on by the chief guest of to-day and his| Mr, Ald. Monkhouse, Captain Bagot, and others delivered brit Mj 
colleagues, and it seemed to him suitable that they should offer their | addresses. res 
: tribute of appreciation to the connection of a Westmorland man with the| The procentings then terminated, and the mayor afterwards entertained pe 
Law Society and with the cause of legal education and reform. a number of from the district to luncheon in an adjoining room, pa 
The Mayor said it fell to his lot to hand to Mr. Pennington the scroll - 
wee to what kad bean nid Speaking cf Mc. Pennington, b maid that = 
much to w. q g of Mr, e 
such men always gravitated to the larger centres. Though Kendalians Legal N ews. 8 
lock thals fellow townanan foes amongst them ie early age, thor wapehel 2 ols 
—22 interest and pare, one — his 2 or r — Appointments. a1 
elcomed arm 
rs bay vo a * Their — 2—— hed attained to high | Mr. H. Ene Ricnanns, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Counsel to J 
eminence in the law, and rendered conspicuous service to the Law Society, | the Post Office on the Oxford Circuit, in succession to Mr. J. J. Cleaye, on 
and again and again speakers bad expressed the pride they felt in his | who has resigned the appointment. a 
baving been born in Kendal. They now saw in him a benefactorofthe | Mr, J. Gzranp Lame, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Associate su 
Kendal Grammar School, and they were proud of his an — on the South-Eastern Circuit, in succession to the late Mr. Collinson. | 
aa =, - = —* 2 a ie deo Was oak 2 Mr. Arruun Raymonp Krmsy, barrister-at-law, has been appointed one Oc 


executed by their peop 3 personall : of the representatives of the Society of Lincoln’s-inn on the Incorporated 
by wn Keele om ane he bogged. yo ow Council of Law Reporting for England and Wales, in the place of Mr. 








** Se anv niger 9 apd expressions of wel- Walter Oharles Renshaw, K.O., who has resigned his membership of that 
come, said he was sure the ladies and gentlemen present would understand | Council. 
Cmnes Sue canna Gives Oa his Se eapees > Wind nese oun. Inf . R — 
a)) adequate terms to the very great ness that co! upon nformation equired. 
him, J the great honour whicb had also been conferred upon him that ate: i 
day in him an honorary burgess of his native town. It was quite | The solicitors, in Chancery-lane, of the late Henry Anraurn Morais, of 
true, Stat tere said by more than one speaker, that he was born in| Lagos, West Africa, are urgently requested to communicate with Mr. J, A. 
Kendal, He was born in s house in Highgate, which he believed was now | Neale, solicitor, 20, Abchurch-lane, £.0. 
en ⏑—⏑⏑——— It faced up the — ddan A acpi * 
it was a very nice house, with a nice garden w been somewhat i j 
marred, to his taste, by a building which had been erectei there, although Changes * Partnership ve 
for a very suitable and proper purpose. It was also true that he was at Admission. 
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= 
@ 
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mar School, having been there for two periods of about a} Mesers. Batchelor & Cousins, solicitors, of Brook House, 10, 11, and 12, 


year at each time—the old grammar school he was speaking of, and he | Walbrook, London, E.0., have admitted Mr. W. A. Warren, who has 
recollected it so well that he could now feel almost asthough it were yesterday, | heen associated with them for several years, into partnership, and the 
and that he could still take his books and go to school and do his morning | name of the firm will in future be Batchelor, Cousins, & Warren, 

lesson. He could not 6 in words how grateful he felt for the honour 


f Dissolutions, 
of Kendal had done chiefly, , in connec- 
Law Society, poem in fy ope: pe: on Henny O'Brien O’Donocuve and Wriuram Onaries Coitines Anson, 
president, and had for a number of years occupied { solicitors (O’Donoghue & Anson), Bristol, and at Olevedon, Sept. 29. 
member—in other words, the treasurer of the | The business will in future be carried on at the same places by the said 
led him to say a few words to them about the | Henry O’Brien O’Donoghue in co-partnership with Barré Robert Machray 
h he t was not generally understood, but | Forbes, under the firm or style of O’Donoghue, Anson, & Forbes. 
He it was sometimes supposed to be a (Gazette, Oct. 31. 
i sort of institution for the benefit of solicitors,| Doveazas Morey Forp and Atrrep Wiiiiam Dasupser, solicitors and 
for the benefit of their clients—a sort of nest of con- | notaries (Douglas Ford & Dashper), Portsmouth. July 31. The goodwill 
concerned in finding out how much could be got out of | reverting to the said Douglas Morey Ford pursuant to the articles of 
what they were pleased to call their services. There | partnership. [ Gazette, Nov. 4. 
‘ — had yo during —— = ot 
a t num! 
ate years, bad been done in the nferena of the General, 
say was not terestsof theprofession,| wr. Justice has been appointed the judge to cases in the 
—— united together as they were who did Revenue ert ao. = 
own interest; but he wished to say| 1: is stated that Mr. Renshaw, K.O., intends to retire from practice at 
the bar at the end of the present year. 
ev justice * Mr. Justice Wright has fixed Tuesday, the 9th of December, for the 
in a selfish ry eke —32* knew nat oth next sitting of the Railway and Oanal Commission Court at the Royal 
naturally go into the pockets of solicitors—eo much | Courts of Justice. 
e wished to eay very emphatically that the society | Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will preside at the inaugural concert of the 
last quarter of a century, worked for the reform of | season of the Legal Musical Society, which will take place at the Free- 
were due in great measure all those altera- | masons’ Tavern on Friday evening next. 


s very different from what they had been even| he Jewish Chronicle says that the death of Joseph P. Benjamin at 
a 9 lh ef society was entitled to the grati- | Honduras, and his burial at New Orleans, recalls his great * Judah 


He could imagine some ot his 
ying—You seem to have done « great deal | ©: Benjamin, “the brains of the Gouthern Confederacy.” Both ba 
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friends mn the legal profession sa 

geners! what 9 served the lost cause, left the country at the close of the war, Josep 
So hia plantation in Honduras, Judah to take « leading position at 
fodgment of all the members of the Council of the society, whatever | ™° : 
was for the good of the — public in the way of improvement of the | _ The Sogenens Gon of Fetiotane Bill was read a second time in the 
law was for the g of the profession The more speedily they House of mons on Wednesday. Mr. Caldwell said that the Work- 
could get justice done the more contented the general public would | men’s Camgrnniiee S96 Int ome 9 contin block in the Court of 
be, avd they would not be unwilling to pay ously a professional | Appeal, he understood that the object of this Bill was to enable that 
rae ces Gone spaeitly and . If they could reform the | Court to sit in three divisions instead of two. He urged that it was most 
procedure, if they could expedite gs in the great High Court undesirable that any final appeals should be heard by two judges, and 
which did not get along so fast as it might, he t they would find | ##ked for an assurance that that would not be so. The At Ceneral 


thoug 
assured the hon. member that there was nothing in the Bill which would - 
would be equally well contented end enable any one of the proposed three courts to consist of less than three 
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Mr. AV4. Wilson, as senior alderman of the congratulated their | Judges. 
guest on his admireion to the small and select body of honorary freemen | The legal status of a procession is (says the St. James's Gasctte) a 
of the borough of Kendal. It was a distinction, he said, to which in | curious question for a law court to be Ripon to decide, but this was 
olden a many eminent persons aspired, the records containing the Se pees & 90 Comatnes & ve cases tried before Mr. Justice Wills on 
memes Of judges of sesize, ecclesiastical dignitaries, recorders, justices, | the let inst. Was the Koyal Procession of last Saturday week the Corona- 
and others. Among them he found the name of Mr. Richard Pepnington, | tion Procession postponed from the 27th of June, or was it a new thing in 


to lomg ago as 1562. He asked them now to give their new | connection with the Thanksgiving Service in St, Paul’s last week ? > 
4 1 his success reflected Justice Wille held that it was the former, and consequently that a contract 


early education, to let seate for the Coronation Procession was duly performed by pro- 

generous action which they were met to acknowledge shewed that he bad | viding them on the 25th of October. Ourlously enough the same party, 
gg ange Seog . After to bis successful career Whe 6 Renee be ote oe 8 that the Coronation Procession had 
Wilson arked all to join with him in w é mi ostponed, con’ in a second, in which he was defendant, 


been entirely abendoned. Unfortunately for the Victoria Seats 
bame be remembered as one of the Se eel Cae saintly bore re the same judge, 


it might quite possibly have won both ways, 
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the Michaelmas Bar examinations, says the Westminster Gasetie, the 
reanits of which have just been announced, there were 426 candidates, of Court Papers. 
whom 304, or 71 per cent., were su . The smallest proportion of . 
passes was in Constitutional History, in which only 65 per cent. passed, Supreme Court of Judicature. 
and the largest in the final examination, in which 85 per cent. passed. — a 
This is a complete reversal of the results of a few years back, when the — — 
passes in the final were generally only about 55 per cent. > o~pe No. 2. Kuxewicn. Braxe. 
secured aberton Mr. W. Leach Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey 


onl 

ccessful candidates, seventeen, or less than 6 per cent., 

— eeventy, or about 23 per cent., classes ; and the remaining 
217 third classes. The Inner Temple had 112 successful candidates, of 
whom about 8 per cent. secured first classes; the Middle Temple, eighty - 
eighty candidates, with 9 per cent, of first classes ; Lincoln’s-inn, sixty- 
one candidates, with no first classes; and Gray’s-inn, forty-three 
candidates, with 12 per cent. of first classes. About 20 per cent. of the 
successful candidates are of Indian nationality. 

The first Ordinance of the Legislative Oouncil of the Orange River 
Colony (No. 1, 1902), which is dated the 5th of July, 1902, and is known as 
“The Civil Administration Indemnity (rdinance, 1902,’’ takes, says the 
South African Law Jowrnal, the form of an Act of Indemnity. It enacts 
that all the proclamations issued by Mejor Hamilton Goold-Adams, O. B., 
0.M.G., in his own name and in his capacity of Deputy-Administrator of 
the Orange River Colony, between the 28th of January, 1902, and the date 
of the promulgation of the constitution of the Urange River Colony, are 
declared to be legally binding, frem the time of issue thereof, as if such 
proclamations had been issued by and in the name of the administrator of 
the Orange River Colony for the time being. The ordinance further enacts 
that all functions and duties whatsoever, exercised and performed in 
furtherance of the administration of the Urange River Col ony, and in 
faith, by the said Deputy-Administrator between the 28th of January, 1902, 
and the date of the m tien of the constitution, are to be deemed 
and taken to have ny and in due form of law exercised 
and performed as the case may be. This is an ordinance of a 
somewhat unusual kind. In the ordinary the only acts 
or statutes of indemnity known in the system are those 
which relate to acts done under martial law. Martial law is a rule 
of necessity, and many acts are propesly done under it which would be 
absolutely unjustifiable if civil law were in force. When the reign of civil 
law, therefore, is restored, it is desirable to pass an Act justifying what, 
but for such an Act, would remain illegal. This procedure is not so usual 
in the case of things done by a civil authority. but 16 may very logically 
be answered that until the signing of ariicles of peace (on the 31st of May, 
1902), at least, the Deputy-administrator of the Urange River Colony 
was acting under martial law, inasmuch as his power was supported by 
military force. 

In the course of his address as chairman at the first lecture of the course 
— by the Solicitors’ Olerke’ Association, Lord Justice 

aughan Williams, who presided, said that he did not like codes ; he hated 
codes, but he was not at all sure that we should not have to come to them. 
To a certain extent, and that in the law merchant, we had already 
recognized codes, because the Bills of Act—what was it but a 
code? The Sale of Goods Act—what was it buta code? Both of these 
subjects, as to which we had already arrived at a code, were subjects which 
peculiarly belonged to the law merchant; and bis expectation was that, 
as time went on, now that locomotion was so easy and communication so 
easy all over the world, we should be driven to a consensus of some sort, 
and probably that consensus would take the shape of a code. All he could 
say about codes was this, that if we came to have codes which contained 
provisions like the Oode Napoléon, like the new German Code, the result 
Would be that the science of law would disappear altogether. The words 
of the code were made the only thing that tney could look at; they were 
forbidden to consider ous decisions upon that very code, because the 
only test was to be, What does the code say? and each judge had to look 
at the code and answer that question for himeelf, and was to pay no atten- 
tion to the view that any other judge had adopted on a previous occasion. 
If we had a code of that sort, a code which prevented 
one from loo! back to the history of the law and construing 
the words of the code in view of the history of the law, 
there would be no euch thing as jurisprudence. Lawyers would only 
have to learn a somewhat difficult leeson and ask, What does the code 
JM = —* 8 * in each * * best oes. He —_ 

ig to be able to tell them that, no standing express wi 

of the Code Napoléon and of the brand new German Code, which was a 
code of three or four years ago, they had found it, in both France and 
—— absolutely impossible to carry out the express provisions of the 
code. The truth of the matter was that when the law came to be 
administered lawyers could not help being influenced by decisions which 
had already been given upon the code, and also could not help, in any 
Case where the code did not cover the exact case before the court, | 

back to the history of the law in order to construe the code. In those 
clroumstances he could only say he hoped that if we came to have a code, 
which he thought we should apy the law merchant, it would be by 
the common consent of nations so ted that the law would still continue 
to be a science notwithstanding the paseing of the code. 
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The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
Nov. 11.—Mesers. MLEY, at the Mart, at 2:—City of Westminster 
— RL Fy Victoria-street): a Freehold Estate 
49,266 feet, including a fully-licenred 
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Winding-up Notices. 
Leadon Gasette.—Fuivar, Oct 31. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
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"a —— Telegraph st. Brash & Co, 9, Bow Church yd, Cheapside, solors for 


the 
Rampon, — & Co, Lnarzp—Creditors are required. on or before Dec 12, to send 
addresses, and proof of their debts or claims, to John | 
, 6, Martin’s In, Cannon st, solor for liquidator 


BRaypt Gotp ee Co. Luurap—Creditors are 
their names and addresses, and the particulars 
Joeeph Langmead, 31, Walbock 


20, to send their names and add: ian 
claims, to Benjamin Tetlow, West Blandford st, New Tyne. D © 


Elsdon, Newcastle upon Tyne, solors to liquidator 


. County Patating oF LancastTEs. 


Untmoirep ms Craxcery. 


Maycurstez Crows Permanent Benerit Buitpine Society—Petn for winding up, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gaszetic.—Tuxspary, Oct, 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALusaicHTos, Jouy, Stirchley, King’s —7 Worcester, 
Mineral Water Mannfactu facturer Birmingham Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 

Kendal 


Asxew, Wrti4x, — * Hotel Proprietor 
Pet Oct 23 Oct 23 
Louis, —— Provision Dealer Derby Pet 

Oct 14 Ord Oct 2 


Brapscver, Wittiax, Hartington — Farmer Burton 
on Trent Pet Oct 24 * a 


Caraus, ALEXanpzR, Be wiek upon T 
Neweastle on Tyne Pet Oc: 23 Ord Oct 23 

Cuarttox, Rozert, Kiagston upon Hull, C.erk Kingston 
upon Huli Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


Manchester Pet 
— — Carmarthen, Tin Worke 
ILLIAM, r 

Carmarthen Pet Oct2 Ord Oct 25 
Erugzivce, eo Szpriuvs, —— Radnor, Clerk 
Poetzazpe, N — — Oct rd, Engine 

—— —— 
High Court 

waa? Manager Leeds 
Hector Hay Mills. Worcester, Tailor Birming- 

hem Pet Oct 23 ri +) : 


Guzzx, Cuaeces Encar, and Evwarp AnmiTacz, Mir- 
field, Yorks. H Greengrocers Dewsbury 


a. Wagenctte P rieto 
Ot 23 ‘i 
Gillingham, Kent, 


Oct 
Hasvisy, Pamir, Elm, Isle of — Farmer 
Kmg’s Lynn ‘Pet Oct 23 i, Ord Oe fr ¥ 

AM, otel K 
Pet Oct 8 Ord Oct 25 — 


Hazpwicxe, Wi 
jury 
— — ty = By dy Derby Pet Oct 93 
Hesizr, Atrezp, P 
—— a, 3 any st, Geaey High Court Pet 
FrEz, aa, 
Locde Pet Oct 24° 


——— Manufactarers’ 
Manchester Oct 28 Ord Oct 23 2% 
— —— —— — Bangor Pet Oct 


Joxzs. Joux, Leather Merchant’s Agent 
P —— —— 
OSEFOWITZ, Mans, St sa 
pon Dean, 6 Georg: Rast High Court Pet 
— Jous, and Joux Wrserwoon. Pontefract, Pium- 
bere Wakefie’ * 7 Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
Las, Joszrn ¥, Herbou Stafls, Baker 
Pet ~~ — 
‘TT, Joaurn Pf 
Lavoie = tEAM, ‘ames 14, 


Pet July 7 
Lower. Cuaries avetix, * 
—— Memes, Dept bral 
Miitex, Cusnces, Greengrocer Warwick 


* * Ord Oet @ 
sivas, Wiitism OCnceeiey Frizinghall, Beedford, Com- 
rite m Besdtord Pe Oct ue Ord Oct 4 0 
Yorks, Grocer A 
Labourer Cheltenham Pet 
— — 
og ⏑ Pilate Bangor Pet 
— we, ca Venchurch & High Court Pet Bept 2 
— Wakefield, Painter Wakefield Pet Oct 


Ot % 
Bazos, Geom chamyton, Accountant 
Conant yy Ord O48 % — 


— — ——— ——— — — Aed Pet | 


Tengen Vines oy Landa, Piano Organ Bolle Leeds | 


their debts or claims, to 
Szatox inst Provipent Co-opzRaTive Society, oy ee are 


| Bartram, WILLIAM, jn. We 


pl, 
| Horeger, Wares, West Yatton, Yatton Keyne 
Farmer 


— 


William Barratt, Nov 8 


on or before Nov 4. to rend 
Lydstone 


uired, on or 
of their debts or 

ransfield & * 
parti 





claims, to HL. A. 








TvuryEr, Annan, —— Auckland, i Furniture 
Dealer Pet Oct 22 Ord Oc 
| VipEon, — pe In, Wine Merchant” High Court 
Pet Sept27 Ord Oct 23 
Wiit1aMs, Davin Joun, Maesteg, Glam,Catpenter Cardiff 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 


| Wiiurams, Jonny Waiter Powewt, Toffaell Park rd, 


Holioway Merthyr Tydfil Pet t Oct 24 Ord Uct 24 
Woop, Srzrxen, Thackley, Farmer Bradford 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Woopncock, Francis Aubert, Liverpool, Photographer 
Liverpool Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
ORDER RESCINDING nag And ORDER. 


Lez, VIAAx Hersest, Southp —— Liver- 
pool Res Ord Occ 9, 1899 Resc ‘Oct 24, 1902 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Banezass, Frep, Hereford Nov 7 at 3 2, Offa-street, 
Bereford 


Staffs, Grocer Nov 


13atil.16 Messrs Wright & Westhead, i, Martia st, 
Staff nd 


} — James, Abingdon, Berks, Tailor Nov 4 at 12 


» St Aloate’s Oxford 
aoe. 2, Reermap Rica, Portslade, Sussex, Builder Nov 
18 at 10.80 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bdgs, Brighton 
Beitr, Wittiam, Giam, Grocer Nov 4 at t 12 Off 
117. 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
CampEx, Eicuarp, Weston, nr Ba‘h 
Nov6é at1145 Off Rec, 26, Bald 
Canter, Percy ASHTON, Elain mauvs, Elgin av Nov7 at 
1 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Crarx, RoseRt, Scruton, Yorks, Famer Nov 10 at 11.30 
Cvurt house, Ni 


ortb 
— — Merthyr Tydfil, Coliier Nov7at8 1385, 
Curwzk, AARON, — —— Boot Dealer Nov 10 at 


bldgs, Carey st 
gton, Grocer Nov 5 at 12 Off 


vate Manufacturer 
t, Bristol 


il 
Dart, ——— 


Davies, Gwitym WritiaM, and Jonw Price, Trecynon, 
= Nov6at2 135, High st, Merthyr 


l 
Davies, Marzcaret, Liandudno, Draper Nov 5 at 12 
Crypt 


brs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Dens ey, Wriam Gzorcez, West Bridgford, Notts, Painter 
Nov 4a:12 Off Rec, 4, Caste pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Dovcg, Epwis, —— — hem, Feuiterer Nov 
6atll 174, st, Birmiogbam 
Duspas, Lawrence Cuarizs, HM Prison, Maidstons, 
Governor Nov6at10.16 9, Kes st, Maiistore 
Bangor, G: Sov 6 at 1215 


Frivepere, Isaac, 
Victoria st 


verpool 
| Ganees, Gronon, Leeds Nov 5 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 


w, Leeds 
—— CuaRies Epwakp, and Evcas Aznmraas, Mirfield, 
Yorks, Greengrocers Uff Rec, Bank 


Nov 4 at 11 
Gast, 5H By Brighton Nov 18 at 8 Off Rec, 4, 
BivviTH ov 
Pavilion ion bldg», Brighton 
Hi.t, Joux Suxzey, Grocer Nov 4 at 11 Off 
Rec, Conaty ehmbres 


Nov 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, 


* st, 

Wittam, Pickhill, Melmerby, 8 O, Yorks, 
Nov 10 at at 11 99 Court house, Mor:hauerton 
in tee — Nov 6 

—— — Timberman Nov 6 


Tyofil 
—— aval Outfitter, Nov 6 at 11 
ymouth 


cee — Wheelwright Wi 11 at 11.15 
BD, ROKGE. ov a 7 
. T ahall, Rochdale 


ow! 

McSeiu, Dossy Toxquit, Corby, Northampton, Eatate 
Agent Noviats uff Rec, ot, & 

Mities, CHances, ——— ‘arwick, — 
Aor 4 at 10.20 one 7, Hertiord st, Covent 

Mycaort, Haney, Derby, Grocer Nov 4 at 8 Off Hee, 47, 
Full st, Derby 


Nicnoits, Fronesce ere Baie @ Py Re 
Nov 6 at li Off Rec, W —— 


Bristo! 
Hestox, 
Parmer 
Joxurs, ——— 
at ⸗ 
— Wisin 
at2 


Joszrn, Sere . 


Poomone, Hawny, Gt Bradford, Botanical Beer 
Brewer Off Kec, 31, Manor row, 


Horten, 
Nov 4 at 11 


Pra, Peacy, and Jossrn Kuszer Baown 
Nov 4et5.30 Off Kee, 47, Full st. Derby 


Bavuent, —— Gaonen, Bedford Mov 6 at 12 Off | 


st, Northaravton 
Rovin, Barweit, - eee Painter Nov 6 at 11 Off 
Hee, 6, ‘aketield 


| Be As —— 
“ov 6 wt id —— 4 or 





Moncas, Evesanp Home Mu +A 


. Belper, Derby | 


presented Oct'29. directed to be heard at the Court — ot, Saethaten. ae 
wee, he Cee, Beaumont, 86, Cross st, Manchester, 
ust reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


solor for petner. Notice of 


London Gazette.—Tuzspay, Nov, 4 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luorep mm CHanczRY. 


Corron WastEe —2 — Fine Insurance Co, Limirap (in Liquipation)— 
on or before 
their debts and claims, to Tom Walton, 104, King st, Manchester 


ee) AND as Sussex Moror Car Synpicare, ———— 
or before Dec 1, to send their names and 


Dec 20, to send ir names an resses, and the 


and particulars of their debts 
ge rd, 


Saxon, Gzorce H, ye) Accountant Nov 10 at 
12 Bankruptcy b. , Carey 

Srewarp, Fseperick TLLIAM Beary, Bim —— on Sea, 
Butcher Nov 6atl 

Vivzon. Henry, Seething ln, ae — Nov 7 at ll 


os 
WrssTeEs. —* Sutton, 5 t Helens, Lanes, — Nové 
at 10.80 Off Rec. 35, ——— 
Witxixsox, Wiiuuiam, Marke Harborcagh, Leicester, 
Nov 4 at12 Off Reo, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Wixsoy, James Grorcez, Cheltenham Nov 7 at 3 Couaty 
Court bidgs. Chelten’ 
Woopwagp, Tuomas Bennett, Armi , Staffs. Farmer 
Novy 13 ——— Messrs Wright & Westhead, 1, Martin 


at, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


4skew, Wittiam, Windermere, Hotel Proprietor Kendal 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 

Berry, Reainatp Ricn, Portslade, Brighton, Builder 

urd Oct 24 

ag Joun THomas, Gt Harwood, Joiner Blackburn 
Pet Sept5 Ord Oct 22 

Brapsury, WILLIAM, m, — Farmer Burton 
ou Treat Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 2 

Batt, WILuiaM, 5— Glam, — Cardiff Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Oct 29 

Cuar_tox, Roszrt, Kwngston upon Hall, Clerk Kingston 
upon Gali Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

CovucHaan, ALBEBT CHARLES, Stcood, — Rochester 


Pes Oct 2+ Ord Oct 24 
Hemsworth, Yorks, Builder Wakefield 


Crosstayp, fom, 
Pet Sept 24 Ord Oct 24 
DixGwaLL, Mary, Itchen Woolston, nr Southampton 
Poole Pet Oct’ 2 Ord Oct 24 
Epmonpsox, Rosgrt Henry, — Pianoforta Dealer 
Rochdale Pes Oct 25 Ord Oct 2 
Exasmus, Witiiam, —— Carin arthen, Tin Worker 
Carmarthen Pet Oct "Ora Oct 26 
ErHesioGe, ALFRED ase, —— * Radoor, Clerk 
Newtown Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 
Evass EpwarD ARTHUR, ae ye Bay, nr Clanduino, 
Brickmaker e Pet Sept 24 Ord Oct 25 
Garner, Gzorcez, Leeds Leeds Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 23 
Gaezey, CuarLes Epwakp, and Zpeaz Agmitacs, Kaowl, 
— Geeengrocera Vewsbury Pet Occ 23 Ord 
Green, Frank, on upon Hull, Wagonette Proprietor 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 23 Ord Oot 43 
Geanam, Hector, Hay Mills. Worcester, Tailor. Birming- 
ham Pes Oct 23 Ord Oct 24 
Hains. James Gzorce, New Brompton, Gillin; ee +, Kot 
* —— Frame Maker Rochester Pet ct 54 
ct 
Hanvvey, Pair, Emneth, Norfolk, Farmer King’s Lyno 
Pes Oct 28 Ord Oc: 23 
Harnisoy, ALDRIDGE, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Oct 23 
Und Oct 23 
Suna. psaiinn, Horney High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord 
62 


Hixcuourre, Henry, Sealer. Leeis, Wood Turner 
eds Pet Ocs 24 Ord Oct 24 
J«eam, Geonoe, Southsea, Batoher Portsmouth Pet Oct 
24 Ord Oct 24 


Jounson, Bunny Sipwey, Manchester, Manufacturar’s 
agent Manchester Pet Oct 28 Ora Oct 23 

Jones, Jous. Rhyl, Plints, Coal Merchant a Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 


23 

Joszvow1tz, Manxs, 8t George’s st East HighOourt Pet 
0 t28 Ord Oct 28 

Kxicuiey, Joux and Joun ne aw wOe, Peneenes, Yorks, 
Plumbers Wakeflela Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Lanpav, Mancon, dighbary Now Park High Court Pet 

4 Ord Oct 

Lirsox, — Hyman, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Draper 
Gigh Court Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 26 

Maxusu, Karz Totson, se st, Bootmaker High Coart 
Pet Oct 1 Ord Oc 

‘ —— — Warwick, Greengrocer 

rwick Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 26 

Micuxns, Wittiam Caossiey —— Commission Agent 
Bradford Pet Ooi ud Ord Oct 

Wolverh 


Pet Aug 16 Ord Oot 28 


) ag ee aged 
orks, Grocer Northailerton 


Mupp, dimox, Gt Smeaton, Y 
10 Ord Oct 240 


Tange, 5 Faayx Seton, Labourer Oheltenham Pet 


Ord Oot 


—— Lon, — + la Rhyl, Fliat Bangor Pet 
Oct Ord “3 


| 93 Oct 

Ravners — Gronou, Bedford Bedford Pet Oct18 
% 

| Baers. Janus, Redhill, Bootmaker Croydon Pet Sept 23 


Bitsy, Josern, Bradford, Staff Merchant Bradford Pet 
Ot ll Ord Oot 24 
Rovea, Lite Wakefield, Painter Wakefield Pet Oct 


Bova Joun, Chorlton cum tardy, Lancs, Bullder 
Pot Oct 6 Ord Oot 2 
| soma tn, Jan 810 85* J Devon, Smith Bxeter 





— 


ope pe 


my 





1902. 


achester, on 
. Notice 





afternoon of 


UIDATION )— 
ses, and the 
ster 


re required, 
ir debts and 


; Nov 10 at 
end on Sea, 
Nov 7 at ll 
iner Nové 

Leicester, 
st, Leicester 
8 County 


ffs. Farmer 
d, 1, Martin 


or Kendal 
n, Builder 
Blackburn 
er Burton 
wrdiff Pet 
Kingstoa 
Rochester 
Wakefield 
uthampton 
rta Dealer 
n Worker 
oor, Clerk 
Jlanduino, 
1d Oct 23 
a8 Ord 
Proprietor 
: Birming- 
—* a 
ing’s Lyna 
Pet Oct 23 
ct 23 Ord 
4 Turner 
2 Pet Oct 
ifactur ar’s 
ngor Pet 
Jourt Pet 
— Yorks, 
Jourt Pet 
ill, Draper 
igh Coart 
eengrocer 
on Agent 
‘hampton, 
1 Oot 28 
thailerton 
ham Pet 
ngor Pet 
Pet Oct 18 
it Bept 23 
ford Pet 
Pet Oct 
| Bullder 
h Mxeter 





bourne 28 

Bray, GILBERT, Glos, Builder Bristol Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Oct 

BRopHUBST, ** ——* 5 Wrexham, Grocer 

. an _ 28 Ord Oct Wasetit, Code 

BusHg.1, RED BRADNAOK, Whitecre, —* 5 
Maker Birmingham Pet Oct-27 Ord Oct 

Byrom, Epwiy. Armley, —_ "traveller 
Leeds Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct . 

Gus. FS, eiitre rd, Bristos, Builder High Court Pet 

Ord Oct 27 


_Nov. 8, 1902. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 47.] 39_ 








— Vincenzo, Leeds, Piano Organ Builder Leeds 
tet Oct 24 Ord Oct 26 
WernsTtR, — OO 3 St Helen’s, Joiner Liverpool 
Oct 
Vniiaus, m, Davin => Maesteg, Glam, Carpenter Cardiff 
Pet 


ows, Tufoell pk rd, Hollowa: 
roping ease Bae 

Amended ——— —— that 4 yeoman in 
Aoams, Roun, and 71ehs Morchaut High Court Pet 

Oct 9 Ord Oct 11 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Wr11am Hersert, Southport, Rate Collector Liver- 
Adjud Oct 20, 1899 Annul Oct 24, 1902 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Oct, 31, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Aerecsr, Wir Wi ay 88 4 — Clothier Wrex- 


Bakes, — J Werenna.t, Liverpool, 
Bieamship —_ Pet Oct 8 Ord Oct 29 

Barwarp, Hazzy Epwarp omas, Walton, Suffolk, 
Plumber Ipswich Pet Oct28 Ord Oct 28 

Baraer, Fezperiok. Morda, nr Oswestry, Salop, Miller 

Wrexham Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 27 
Bew, Epwagp — — —* Fruit Salesman East- 
‘et Oct 8 Oct 


Lae, 
pool 





oun: Waa, ‘eas Grocer’s Porter York 
Pet 

CuirForD, “oh Linacre rd, Willesden green High 
vourt Pet Sept8 Ord Oct 27 ‘ 

Onoss, WiLLIAM, Licensed Victualler Liverpool 
Pet Oct 10 Ori Oct 28 

Dats, Joun. Allos Cheshire, Farmer Orewe Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

—— — Cardiff, Fish Dealer Cardiff Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Dorret, James Joun, Aston Eyres. nr ny am Salop, 
Farmer Madeley Pet Oct 27 Ord Ost 

— Manx, Iikeston, Baker Derby Pet Oct 28 Ord 

Hatt, Sauer, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Weaver Bradford 
Pet Oct 29 Oct 29 

Hancox, Wiit1am Henry, Coventry Ooventry Pet Oct 29 

Ord Oct 29 


Hasso, Jamas. Newcastle on Tyne, Draper Newcastle 
Pet Oct 8 Ord Oct 27 
Sussex, Builder Brigh- 
Sparkbrook. Worcester, 
'o' Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 
Howes, Tomas Gzorce, Woolwich, Harness Maker 
Greenwich Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 


Huaues J N, Birkdale, Coal Merchant Liverpool Pet 
Oct 16 Ord Oct 29 ° 


Maswoos, —— 
ton Pet Oet 10 Ord Oet 97 
— Anraun Heoror, 


JonEs, pe agg, ay = w in Furness, Shoemaker Barrow in 
Get 2 Ord Oct 27 
Kaye, AnTaur Txompson, Bath st, Poplar, Timber 


High Court ‘Pet Oct 29° Ord Oct 29 
Kiiwinstezn, Exnest Hanny Groace, Gloucester, Builder 
Gloucester ae Oct 8 Ord Oct 27 


Levine, —_ pa} Fine Art Pablisher 
High abet One t Ost9 0 
Massa, Sous, Longton, Staffs, Hanley Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 28 


ase. Henry, Vickerstown, Barrow ic Furness, 
Shipwright Barrow in Furness Pet Oct 27 Ord 


27 
Mayes, Rosert Waker, Stirchley, Worcester, Tailor 
ham Pet 


- * * Oct 27 8* Oct 27 Fish 

Ez EPHEN, Kettering, monger 

“Northampton Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Mitrox, Eowaro Grorce, Leicester, Tailor’s Cutter 
Leicester Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

oo. Ricuarp, Leicester Leicester Pet Oct 28 Ord 


ct 28 
Pariurrs, Enear Marcuman, Retin. | Mon, Fireman 
New Mon Pet Oct 27 
AMES ALFRED, Tailor Mastbourne 


Ricnarpson, Faaxcis, St Helen’s ter, North Kensington, 
Butcher Court Pet Aug28 Ord Oc: 29 

Rowiey, Caarces, and Josera Dauxwarsr, North 
Shields, Glass Merchants NewcastieonTyne Pet Oct 
28 Ord Oct 28 

Scorr, Witu1am GuTuet, and Tuomas Herserr Scorr, 
Liverpool, Stationers Liverpool 


Oct 
— ——— Baker PFortemouth Pet Oct’ 
Surrn, Joun Wiit1am, Stockton on Tees, Steam Crane 
Driv: Tees 


ver Stockton ou Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Sorris, JoserH, Manches.er Manchester Pet Oct 29 
Ord Oct 29 


Srepaens, JonaTHan, Keyham_ Barton, 

s x J Pet * Ord Oct 27 

TRUTHERS, Davip ARLES, Finsb vmt, Hosier 
High Court Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 80 — — 

Sonar. Heasert, Harrogate, Painter York Pet Oct 27 


Tuomas, E W, Barat qe, Wega, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet Oct17 Ord 29 

Wiurams, Wituam Apam, Cwmbran, Mon, Farmer 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct x9 


Pet Oct 25 Ord |». 


Amended notice substituted — 
—⏑— 


Eua.icu, Anon, Lower Hy eo a. Salford, Commission 
Agent Manchester Pet 12 Ord Oct 22 
FIBST MEETINGS. 
Atuex, Jouy, Burnley, Grocer’s Assistant Nov 10 at 2.30 


Off Bee. 1 


at, 
=, Newport, lof W, Fruit Salesman Wi 
rer "Of Bes, 19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 
Bagyarp, Harry Epwarp ym By Ww Suffolk, 
Nov 7 at 230 Off Rec, 36, at, 
B .H Warts, Yorks, Draper 
"TiO at 8 Off Ree. 14 sete 
— Keeper or Set 13 OM men’ 19, 
ov . 
Newport, I of W —— 
Carays, ALEXAND’ 


eR, Berwick upon Tweed, Farmer Nov 7 
Menre aL & J’ Miller Estate Agents, 
Sand Berwick 


Nov 7 at at 2 Off Rec, 36, 


at 11.46 
Cavex. NATHANIEL, 
Princes 


at 12,15 ib, Higa st Hosheste 
nee oe Norwich, Grocer Nov 7 at 1 Off Res, 
Dixewatt, 


—2 on ne, 222 or iia 
Nov 7 at 12.80 dy Ty 
Dopsox, JosEPH, —— lov7at3 Off Rec, 


Eastox, Percy Houianp, Church st, Islington, Engineer 
Nov 10at1 Bankruptey bidgs. st 
Lis, BowarpD Coach Builder 
Nov 8 at 12.30 


— 
— one ae 


mae 7 at ti —— — 


A. J Grorcs, New Brompton, Kent. 
“"Pisture Frame Maker Nov if at 12 115, High st 
Catterall, nr 
Nov 7 at 230 
Haynzs. g0f See, 9, eters, Seve Nov fat 3 Off Reo, 


Hatt, Joxx, Garstang, Lancs, Schoolmaster 
Hanraisox, J Of Bes 166 — at 
aM 7 
11.30 Off Rec. 30, M-edley a * 
14. 
—— —— Joux, Aberdare. “oal Merchant Nov 11 
135, High st, Mertnyr Tydfil 








NOW READY. 


59th Year of Publication 
THE % 


SOLIGITORS 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 
LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 


(1908. 


This old- established and important 
Annual is now universally recognized 
as the most useful 


LEGAL AND COMPREHENSIVE DIARY 
ever published. 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 5s., 6s., & 8s. Gd.. 

to Diary Space and Binding ; and in the 5s., 6s., 
Editions there will be the additional features 
of a PAGED DIA IARY and an INDEX to same, and the 
8s. 64, Edition is now arranged with each day’s Diary com- 
mencing on the laft-hand side af the opening. 





WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 





LONDON WALL, LONDON. 


DGE‘COOPER 


LIMITED. 








“ROYAL couRTS ” SERIES oF DRAWER | 
CABINETS. | 


Covered Cloth, with Ticket Handles, as Illustrated. 
Six Drawers in each Cabinet. Octavo, 6/6; Quarto, | 
8/8 ; Large Quarto, 9/6 ; Foolscap, 10/6 ; Music, 14/6. | 
PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Limited, 
OFFICE SUPPLIES DEPARTMENT 1. &., 
1 and 2. CHANCERY LANG, LONDON, =| 


FFIORS,—A City Firm of Solicitors, who | 


seco pe) iB Howe, Let their | 
old Offices (4 rooma, lat in House, Waibrook, 
oe oes SOW inunnieoy, 18 | 





NOW READY. 


LEGAL DIARY 


ALMANAC 


1903. 


Complete Legal Directory 
England and Wales. 


List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commis- 
sioners for Oaths, and Law Agents 
acting for Foreign Parts. 
| Reoognized everywhere as the Best and 
Most Comprehensive Diary for Solicitors 
and Barristers. 


oe oe — 


| Prices: 3s. 6d., 5s., Gs., and $s, 64., 


— eS 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, LiM., 
24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANB, 5.0. 
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4c 
Hurcucuirrs, Hexny, Bramley, Leeds, Wood Turner Nov 
7 at 11.80 Off Bec, 22, Patk row, 
'USBAND, JOBN, b Nov 7atil Off Rec, 22, 
rasp 
Jznam, Groro’ Butcher Nov tl at3 Off Rec, 
Cambridg: — Portsmouth 
Jounsor, pte — » Manufacturer’s 
Agent Nov7 ats cia artis A re 
Kezicuizy, Joux, and Jons Werstwoop, Pontefract, 
Plumbers Noy 7 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wake- 


field 
Te ee, reek, Recta Nov 7 at 12 Off Rec, 


8, King at, Ni 
ee Witi1am Crossiny, Frizinghall, Bradford, Com- 
Ree, 31, Manor row, 


mission Agent Nov 7 at 11 
Bradford 
— — Smeaton, Yorks, Grocer Novy 10 at 11.30 
tt House, Northallerton 
Maron, Pussy, Cheltenhsm, Labourer Nov 7 at 330 
Nea — —— tas Nov 7 at 8 Off Rec, 1, Ber- 
vidoe a, Leicester 


Vuatau Ex.s, Criccieth, Carnarvon, Master 
Mariner Nov 7 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgat: row, 


Brcwarpson, Fraxcrs, 8t Helen’s ter, North Kensington, 
Butcher Nov iiati12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Scott, Joux Troms, open heey Durham, Grocer Nov 

Tat3 Off fe, 5 ohn st Suederiand 
, James, Linton, Hereford, Blacksmith Novy 12 
at3 2. Offs st, Hereford 
Surru, *pwarv Southsea, —* Nov 11 at 4 Off Rec, 
Cambri’ g jusc High st, Po uth 
nee Bicuanp Bo.uzs at ‘oes Nov 7 at 11 
Keo, 8, Kiog st, N 
Davip Cnarizs Fi Tee Hosier 
Nov 10 at 11 ——— —— 
, Harrogate, Painter hor 12 at 11.30 
“Om Rec, The B Bed Souse, York 
Tomasso, a, Leds, Piano Organ Builder Mov 7 
at 12 Off Rec, 22. Park row, Leeds 
Wess, Gronrce Hussy, Walsall, Grocer Nov 11 at 12 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Wenxr, Jony, 8t Woenards, Hereford, Miller Nov 12 at 8 
2, Offa s*, Here 
Wivcgs, Faaxx G, Plymouth, Builder Nov 10 at 11 
6, atheszeum ter, Piymouth 
Aurzep, Bridlington, Butcher Nov 7 at 11.30 
74, burough, 
Wixsox, Tuomas Jons, Moss S:de, nr Manchester Nov 7 
at 230 ene aaa dee 
Woop, Srzruzx, Thackley, Bradford, Farmer Nov 10 at 
il Off Hee, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arrtzsy, Eryzst, and Gzorcz Wortizy Macsiy, 
Sheffield, Metal Brokers Sheffield Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 


29 
Astsury, WItu Isycoed, ax Wrexham, Clothier 
Wrexham Pet Oct 2 Ord Oct 25 
Bazwanp, Harry Epwarp Tuomas, by Suffolk, 
Piumber Ipswich Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 
Bropuvest, Samugn, Marford, nor Woenkem, Grocer 
Wrexham Pet Oct 38 Ord Oct 28 
— yt “Pet Oot 27 Ord ‘oem ; 
e 
win, Armley, Leeds, Com Traveller 
Pet Oct 28 ob ol 
Carnns, ALEXxanpER, Berwick 7 
ewcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 27 
Cuarks, Wri1am, Knaresborough, Porter York Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Uct 28 
Cross, Writ1am. Preston, Licensed Victualler Liverpool 
Pet Oet 10 Ord Oct 29 
Bang, Se, — Dees Crewe Pet Oct 27 


em wy Cardiff, Fruit Dealer Cardiff Pet 
— James Joun, Aston Eyres, nr paint, Balop, 
Farmer Madeley Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 
Exruice, Anox, Lower B ton, —*— Commission 
Agent Manchester Pet Sept 12 Ord Oct 28 


Gare Makzkx, Ilkeston, Baker Derby Pet Oct 28 Ord 


Gery, F B, Sise In, Queen Victoria st High Court Pet 
Bept iv Ord Oct 24 
Hatt Samvcer, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Weaver Bradford 
Pet Oct & Ord Uct 29 
Hancox, W1.t1am Hexey, Coventry Ooventry Pet Oct 
29 Ord Uct 


2 

Howes, Tuomas Gzorcs, Woolwich, Harness Maker 
Greenwich Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Bowness ' Gzorce Danret, 8t Anne’s st, Commercial rd, 
Builder High Couct Pet Sept 3 Ord Oct 27 

Hu.seerr, Watrer, West Yatton, Yatton Keynell, Wilts, 
Farmer sath Pet OctS8 Ord Oct 28 

Howree, Freperick Wit1am, Scarborough, Grocer Scar- 
borough Pes 29 Ord Oct 29 

Hospanp, — , Grocer Lreds Pet Sept 30 Ord 
Nov 28 

Jacoss, Davip Heney. Suan st, Finsbury, Glass Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Jaly16 Ord Oct 23 

Joxzs, Exocn, Barrow in Furness, Barrow in 
Furness Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Kaye, Arruur Tuompson, Bath st, pn ~1 phe Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Oct 29 

Lez, Josern F, rye Staffs, oy , 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 27 


Byrom, Ep 
Leeds 


—— 
Austin, Birmingham, Dr: Birming. 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 —* 
Maruewson, Henry, Vickerstown, *** in 
Shipwright Barrow in Furness et Oct 27 ont 


Lowry, CHARLES 
ham Pet 


Mayes, Rosert Wakes, Stirchley, Worcester, Tail 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 29 
Northampta 


—— — Leicester Pet Oct 28 On 
6 


Paynes, Frepericx, Wealdstone, 
— — — ———— 
ILLIPS, 4B Mancuman, New 
8 Howport, aia i nt Portsmouth 
ita, BpWARD, 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 * 


Smitu, Jonn Wit Stockto: 
Driver Stockton on Tees Pet ot Oct 27-Ond Oct 
— — Manchester Manchester et Oct @ 


Srernens, JonaTuay, Barton, Devonport, Chemist 
Plymouth Pet Oct'27 Ord Oct 27 
—— — Harrogate, Painter York Pet Oct# 


Ord Oct 
Wet, Wii.tau, Allen st, Kensington, Brewer ‘h Court 
Pet Sept 6 Ord Oct 23 ~ 
bete Witu14m Apa, Cwmbran, Man, Sanne New 
wi port, fon Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 29 sated 
oopooox, ANCIS ALBERT, Liverpool, grapher 
Liverpool Pet Oct25 Ord Oct 28 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
SoLicirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it i 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE: 
SoLicrTors’ JOURNAL, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 82, 
WEEKLY REPORTER, £1 68. ; by post, £1 8, 
SOLIOITORS JOURNAL and WEEKLY 
REPORTER, £2 1238., post-/ree. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 








— — 
— — 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITOR? FINAL and 

Sertocen ——— 
— s ° 

Chancery- ane. W 83 : 


LAY oat 


pare Balance-sheets and 
experience ; excellent 1eferences.— Address. 
care of Metchim & Son, 32, Clemen’s-lane, London, E. 


L = Genera Clerkship ey —4 
—— (24) ; bgrossing, a ey 


——— aA iy 8. V., — of ae 
near C ham. Wil's = 

OLICITOR Wanted for lenge Syndicate 

AE pry Building Land and Property for immediate 

asd Development ; 2500,000 now available ; capital 

—— and success sesured ; permanent letge con- 

income immediately ; class 








Cashier and Book-keeper (33) 
Profit and Loss Accounts; City 


A OCOUNTA —— | 








control to complete flotation arrang 


c. 


Change; Ee ee eee Pre- | 


— — 
Vockins, | 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
‘or Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


Yor Terms, et 
ab’ HOGG, BBOG., — 


(RUBE AL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 

No. 2% PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
(Rzmovep From 5 EHALL.) 
Established 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 

Share and Debenture Capital + £619,870. 

_ Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
made either at annual interest or for deferred 
Purchased. 








INEBRIETY. 


| MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
| PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Medical gs ees ae SEVESTRE, aA, 
| Seady of I ciety. Bhaty Je te BE 
| apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 
Te.zcrarnic Appness: * MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 
THE INEBRIATES TES ACTS, 1879-99. 


| BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORO, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 





For the Treatment of ote Sen teteiey 
Peiytte In a most salubrious, 
- ———— the country, - 1} hour frou Liverpool 
| street, over ——— acres un 
nectric light through- 


pear age care of Horncastle’s advertising Agency, 61, Heated 
— — 





8—— — (B.A., Oxon. ae. aan 1897, 
Requires Conveyancing eight years with 
Wee 8 On — — £100 — — Oy ate of Bd 


Fah — — Woe 


° iy to 
Rasipewr Mzpicat PX. - Aan or Sxcrkerany. 





Vy 4kacine CLERK (30 22 standing) 


| | 49 Os COGES ie all dopestmente Devs and 


Des ir · oy or will — — from papers or Delivery ox 
pe = Age Bg Max ented 5 5* ——— — —— 
221, * —Lex 

1006, 8 W- sorn, Benth > care Motos ben, 0h Chassmptee, 0 . 





PARENTS.—A firm of Mechanical 
IM PUPIL Ht 74, The Tinee® Ofce Eo. 


oa 5 





ives of Thomas | ls 


EASEHOLD GROUND - RENTS: — 


Several —* oy g for Bale, at oe years’ 
over cent, (over r 
wi commiedion 0 


5 a purchase will be a⸗ 
ee, of —— Chas. Tayler & Co's 
————— 7, Fieet-street, B.C. 





oe to Let on First Floor, immedi- 
sepals Bates Foun Railway bation ; _ 


5 — Bons Delage Bridge’ Whart, Cone. 





—— Policies 





EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1885, CAPITAL, £500,000, 


Beversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 


Interest on Loans agp be Capitalized, 
Cc. H » BATT, } Joint 
¥. H. CLAYTON. | Secretaries. 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Estastisuzp 1838), 
Purchase — — Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225, 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 





19th CENTURY RUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, L.C. 


Cuarnmay : 
Sin HENRY WALDEMAR my oe cages, 
3, — Salling, Tangle, By 


Deposits received at 8, and 4 Cent, 
Prospectus free of &% — 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 








\| 


SIP 


rH 


